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Current Topics. 


The Proposed Purge. 

Tux promoters of the proposed Law Society Council Pu 
have confided to the Zimes their grievance an aspirations, for 
the benefit of the general public, who are so deeply interested in 
the constitution of the Council. We learn that the object of the 
motion to be submitted at this week’s meeting is ‘‘to enable 
fresh blood to be introduced into the Council” ; and it is affirmed 
that, as now constituted, the Council ‘‘is virtually a close cor- 
poration dominated by a maj ity that is hostile to the introduc- 
tion of any drastic reforms.” The above-mentioned object we 
described last week in somewhat different terms, and as to the 
allegation that the Council is a “close corporation,” we would 
humbly inquire whether it is or is not chosen and elected by the 
votes of the members of the Society; whether new members of 
the Council, not recommended by any then member, have not 
been heretofore elected; and whether members of the Soci 
who disapprove of the policy of the Council would be at 
likely to vote for a candidate whose supporters were members of 
the Council ? All this talk about a “close corporation” is mere 
rhetoric; the members of the Society could, if they thought fit, 
in any year dismiss all the members retiring from office and 
introduce *‘ fresh blood” into the Council. They could, if A 
chose, repeat the process until the Council was entirely com 
of “‘ fresh blood.”” Why have they not done so? Why, because 
they trust the retiring members, and distrust the ‘‘ new blood.” 
This would seem to have become apparent even to the promoters 
of the Purge, since they do not attempt (so far as appears at 
present) to contest the seats of the retiring members, but seek to 
attain their object by the indirect means of disqualifying every 
retiring member of the Council for one year. The motion 
appears to be based on the idea, so prevalent nowadays, that 
shrewd men of the world do not know what is good for them, 
and, like infants, idiots, and married women, require to be pro- 
tected against their own acts. 


The New Patents and Designs Bill. ae 4 
Wuew rue Patents and Designs Bill gets into Committee it 
is obvious that the task of the Committee will be no light one, 
having regard to the number of amendments already set dow 
and to the adverse criticism to which some of the provisions o 
the Bill have already been subjected. We find that we are by 
no means alone in our view that the ——. of judicial 
powers on the Comptroller-General, as proposed by the Bill, is 
an error, and that the inengreny of having two tribunals for 
the trial of cases of Revocation of Patent has occurred to others 
as well as to ourselves, and we shall be surprised if the Bill 
emerges from Committee without radical alterations in the above 
respects. From the debate on second reading of the Bill in the 
House of Commons it is clear that there is a feeling 

that, not only should a judge of the Court be off for 





Supplement, during the months of August and September. 


matters arising under the Bill, but that all cases 
26 
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to patents, including actions for infringement and petitions for 
prolongation, should come before him. We should be in favour 
of this, and we are also in favour of a further suggestion, that 
the judge so told off should not be appointed permanently, but 
annually. An additional suggestion is that this judge should 
also deal with design and trade-mark cases; it would only be 
logical that he should do so, but in this event he would be very 
hard worked, and there would be great risk of a block in his 
court, which would be most undesirable. Whatever shape the 
Bill may ultimately take, it must increase the business of the 
courts, and its passage will be an additional argument in favour 
of the numerical increase of the bench. 


Income Tax on an Average of Three Years’ 
Profits. 


THE STATEMENT made by the Chancellor of the Exchequer, in 
his speech on the introduction of the Budget last week, that he 
proposed to repeal section 133 of the Income Tax Act, 1842, 
allowing an abatement to the taxpayer where he shows that his 
profits, computed upon an average of years, have fallen short 
of the amount at which they were estimated, has led to some 
misapprehension, and it appears to be supposed by some of 

_those who have discoursed on the subject that the rule in 
Schedule D to section 100, by which the duty is to be com- 

uted on a sum not less than the full amount of the 
Chines of the profits or gains of the trade or vocation 
upon an average of three years, was to be abrogated. But 
a moment’s consideration will convince anyone that an 
abolition of the average system is out of the question. A 
tradesman, or anyone deriving an income from his labour, in 
estimating the probable amount of his profits for the coming 
year, is obliged to take an average based on the earnings of 
previous years. The only way of excluding any reference to 
such an average would be to make the tax retrospective and to 
assess the taxpayer on his profits for the year which has expired. 
It may well be that under such a system greater accuracy would 
be obtained, but it would involve too serious an interference with 
the Income Tax Acts to be seriously contemplated. We may, 
‘therefore, assume that the above-mentioned rule in the schedule 
to section 100 will remain untouched, and that incomes will, 
as hitherto, continue to be computed on an average of three 
years before the year of assessment. 


Relief for Breach of Trust. 


A stRIxkrne instance of the hardship that may arise to trustees 
in the course of the honest exercise of their duties, and also of 
the limitation upon the relief which can be given under the 
Judicial Trustees Act, 1896, is afforded by the decision of 
Kexewion, J., in Davis v. Hutchings (1907, 1 Ch. 356). One of 
the beneficiaries under a will charged his share to secure £350. 
No notice of the charge was given to the trustees of the will. 
Subsequently, by an assignment which recited the charge, he 
assigned his share absolutely, subject to the charge, to the 
trustees’ solicitor. On the trust funds becoming distributable, 
the trustees naturally looked to their solicitor to advise them 
how this was to be done, and he stated that the share in question 
was payable to himself. They did not call for the assignment 
or make further inquiry, but paid him the share. Subsequently 
the transferee of the charge claimed from the trustees payment 
of what was due under it. Kzexerwicu, J., held that it was the 
duty of the trustees, upon being informed that the share was 
payable to an assignee, to investigate the assignee’s title. In 
the present case such investigation would have shewn the 
existence of the charge, and hence they could not shelter them- 
selves on the plea of want of notice. It is well known that 
express notice to the trustees is not necessary to complete the 
title of an incumbrancer upon trust funds, though by omitting to 
give notice the incumbrancer is exposed to the risk of someone 
obtaining priority. The fact that the trustees failed to obtain 
notice was due to the fraud of their own agent, and for that 
Kexewiou, J., held that they must suffer. He held also that 
this was a bar to their obtaining relief under section 3 of the 
Judicial Trustees Act, 1896. For that purpose they had to 
prove that they had “ acted honestly and reasonably, and ought 
fairly to be excused for the breach of trust.” The learned 
judge recognized that they had acted honestly and reasonably. 





But he declined to allow them protection under the concludi 
words, and considered that the ground of the earlier part of 
judgment precluded them from relief under this head. The log 
was due to their own agent and they could not transfer it from 
themselves tothe incumbrancer. This is, perhaps, inevitable, but 
it places trustees in a very hard position. 


The Licences Compensation Charge. 


A port of considerable practical importance with regard tp 
the incidence of the compensation charge imposed wane the 
Licensing Act, 1904, has been decided by a Divisional Court ig 
Horton v. Penn (1907, 1 K. B. 561). The compensation ch 
is levied under section 3, which authorizes quarter sessions “ip 
each year” to impose, in respect of all existing on-licences 
renewed in respect of premises within their area, charges af 
rates not exceeding the rates specified in the first schedule to the 
Act. Sub-section 2 directs that the charge “ shall be levied and 
paid together with and as part of the duties on the corresponding 
excise licence.” It follows that an annual charge may be 
imposed on licensed premises for the purpose of providing com: 
pensation for extinguished licences, but there is no express 
statement of what is to be taken as the yearly period in respect 
of which it isimposed. It may, however, be essential to ascertain 
this period for the purpose of apportioning the charge for a 
given year between different persons, particularly between 
vendor and purchaser, upon a sale of the premises. The 
provision for the charge being imposed “in each year” might 
make the year run according to the calendar from the Ist of 
January to the lst of January, or the provision for payment of the 
charge with the excise licence duty—+.¢., on the 10th of October 
—might be taken to indicate that it is to run from the 10th of 
October to the 10th of October. The actual year of the currency 
of the licence, however, is from the 5th of April to the 5th of 
April, and, although this date is not mentioned in the Act, the 
court held that, upon practical grounds, it must be taken to be 
the period for which the compensation charge is levied. If 
the licence is renewed in any calendar year as from the 
5th of April, it is safe to run for a complete year from that 
date, and hence, when the compensation charge is paid on 
the following 10th of October, the persons interested in the 
— get the whole benefit of the charge, although, as 
etween persons successively interested, an apportionment im 
respect of this period may be required. If, on the other hand, 
either of the other periods were adopted, there would be &@ 
failure in the proper incidence of the charge. If the period 
were the Ist of January to the Ist of January no proportionate 
part of the charge from the Ist of January to the 5th of April 
would be payable upon premises the licence of which was 
refused as on the latter date; while, if the period is taken as 
being the year from the 10th of October to the 10th of October 
following the payment of the charge, there is no provision for! 
refunding a proportionate part for the time subsequent to 
following 5th of April in the event of the licence being them 
refused. These difficulties are avoided by making the year rui 
from the 5th of April to the 5th of April. 

















Securities Given by Beneficiary-Trustees. 


THE RULE that a subsequent equitable incumbrancer, who hag) 
taken his security without notice of a prior equitable incumbranee, | 
is entitled to get in the legal estate, and thereby gain priority, is 
well established, but the recent decision of Joyoz, J., in Perham) 
v. Kempster (1907, 1 Ch. 373) emphasizes the qualification that) 
if he takes a conveyance of the legal estate from one who is af 
express trustee, and if he has notice of the trust, he takes] 
wien to the trusts and cannot gain priority over persons who, | 
though only equitable incumbrancers on the share of a bene 
ficiary, are entitled to rank as cestui que trusts. ‘‘ Though,” it was 
said in Saunders y. Dehew (2 Vern. 271), in a passage quoted 
by Jzsszx, M.R., in Mumford v. Stohwasser (L. R. 18 Eq., p. 568) 
as stating the law as concisely as it could be stated, ‘‘a purchaser 
may buy in an incumbrance, or lay hold on any plank # 
protect himself, yet he shall not protect himself by taking & 
conveyance from the trustee after he had notice of the trust. 
For by taking a conveyance with notice of the trust he himself 
becomes the trustee, and must not, to get a plank to save himself, 
be guilty of a breach of trust.” In the present case a testator, | 
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who died in March, 1872, after making certain bequests and 
giving certain annuities, devised his real estate to three trustees, 
A., B., and ©., upon trust out of the rents and profits to pay 
debts and the legacies and annuities, and, subject thereto, to hold 
a certain freehold house for ©., his heirs and assigns. In 
September, 1872, C., by deed, mortgaged his interest in the 
house to the plaintiff to secure £500. The plaintiff gave notice 
of the mortgage to A. and B. A. and B. died in 1875 and 
1879 respectively, and the last of the annuitants died in 
February, 1890. At that time all the debts and legacies had 
been paid except a settled legacy of £100, the tenant for life of 
which was still living when the action was em oe No appro- 

riation to meet this legacy appeared to have been made, In 

tober, 1890, O., who was the sole trustee, deposited the title 
deeds of the house (including the probate of the will) with a 
bank to secure an overdraft. The bank manager inspected the 
deeds, but did not obtain professional advice. In Feb A 
1903, O. executed a printed form of conveyance to the bank. 
The bank had no notice of the mortgage to the plaintiff, 
and claimed that the conveyance vested in them the legal 
estate and so entitled them to priority over him. But, 
as Joyor, J., held, this claim aid not allow for the fact 
that, when they originally took the security, they had 
notice in the probate that C. had acquired the property as an 
express trustee, and since the express trusts were not exhausted, 
they could only take such title as he, as trustee, could give. 
This was a title subject to such trusts as then affected the 
property, whatever these might be, and they included a trust 
in favour of the plaintiff, who, by taking hie security from O. 
and giving notice to the other trustees, had, to the extent of 
the security, replaced C. as cestus que trust. Consequently, the 
plaintiff retained his priority. The position could hardly have 
arisen if the bank had had professional advice, but it illustrates 
the inquiries as to incumbrances which should be made when a 
security is taken from a beneficiary who is also a trustee, and 
the answers to which should, as Joycxz, J., pointed out, be 
supported by statutory declaration. 


**Shooting a Judge.” 


Tae work of Mr. James Bryce on The American Common- 
wealth, published in 1888, has been almost unanimously 
accepted by Americans as a moderate and intelligent com- 
mentary upon the government and institutions of the great 
nation beyond the Atlantic. Englishmen who have read the 
reports of the THaw case may be interested in hearing what Mr. 
Bryce, a barrister and jurist, has to say with regard to criminal 
practice in the United States. Mr. Bryce is obliged to say that 
this practice ‘is accused of being slow, uncertain, and unduly 
lenient both to crimes of violence and to commercial frauds, 
Yet the accusers charge the fault less on the judges than on the 
soft-heartedness of juries, and on the facilities for escape which 
a cumbrous and highly technical procedure, allowing numerous 
opportunities for interposing delays and raising points of law, 
provides for prisoners. Indulgence to prisoners is now as marked 
as harshness to them was in England before the days of BenrHam 
and Romitty. The Legislature must bear the blame of this pro- 
cedure, though stronger men on the bench would more often 
overrule trivial points of law and expedite convictions.” The 
path ef the “stronger men on the bench” to whom Mr. Bryce 
refers would not always be a smooth one. In a note to the 
foregoing passage he says: ‘‘ Even judges suffer from this mis- 
placed leniency. I heard of a case which happened in Kentucky 
a few years ago. A devree of foreclosure was pronounced by a 
respected judge against a defendant of good local family con- 
nections. The judge could not do otherwise than pronounce it, 
for there was practically no defence. As the judge was walking 
from the court to the railway station, the same afternoon, the 
defendant, who was waiting near the road, shot him dead. It 
was hard to avoid arresting and trying a man guilty of so 
flagrant an offence, so arrested he was, tried, and convicted ; 
but on an allegation of lunacy being put forward, he was 
ordered to be kept in an asylum, whence he was presently 
allowed to escape into Ohio, where, at the date of my informa- 
tion, he was living unmolested. There was, I was told, a good 
deal of sympathy for him. Ourusry, of Dalry, the father of the 


y Granaz, got into trouble in Scotland early in 


last century for shooting a judge who had decided against him, 
but he was not so indulgently dealt with.” Onrrsty, the 
murderer in 1689 of Locknart, the Lord President of the Qourt 
of Session, was executed, after having been tortured by the boot. 


Suicide and Verdicts of ‘‘ Temporary Insanity.’’ 


We reap that the Bishop of Sr. Germans, Archdeacon of 
Cornwall, in a charge to the Deanery of Kirries, referred to the 
increase in the number of cases of suicide, and expressed his 
opinion that it was largely due to the verdict so often given at 
coroner’s inquests where juries returned a verdict of ‘‘ Temporary 
insanity” when the only proof of insanity was the act itself. 
These verdicts were given from a wish.to spare the feelings of 
the dead man’s family and to conceal the shame of the act. But 
if it spared the feelings of the few, it caused the tears of far 
more by _——. suicide in so favourable a light that men 
committed it feeling sure that they would never be branded 
as wilful murderers. The Bishop concluded by appealing 
to coroner’s juries to act more fearlessly, It was better 
to resort to the old custom of burying convicted suicides 
at cross roads than to acquiesce in the present state of things. 
We are obliged to say that we cannot believe that suicide is - 
much influenced by the verdicts of coroner’s juries. A verdict of 
Solo de se is not at the present day attended with ignominy. The 
observations of BenrHAw, in the days when a suicide was buried 
at cross roads, will not be forgotten: ‘‘In the English law the 
only instance which is to be seen of a case of punishment, which is 
clearly and palpably vicarious, is that of the punishment attached 
to suicide, It may perhaps be said that the man himself is 

unished as much as the case will admit of; that his body used to 
pierced with a stake, that he is still buried with ignominy, and 
that with respect to him everything that could be done is done; 
that this is not found to be sufficient, and that, as an additional 
check to the commission of the offence, it is necessary to call in 
aid the contemplation of the suffering that his wife and children 
may endure by his death. But the effect of this contrivance is 
obviously very trifling. The prospect of the pain he shall suffer 
by continuing to live affects him more than that of the pain it 
seems to him they will suffer upon his putting himself to death. 
He is more affected, then, with his own happiness than with 
theirs, the selfish predominate in his mind over the social 
affections.” The good sense of this argument is obvious, and 
while we must all deplore the prevalence of suicide, there is 
little hope that it can be checked by a return to the unseemly 
practices of past generations. 


Insanity of Prisoner at Trial for Felony. 


In THE recent Scottish case of The Lord Advocate v. Brown, a 
trial for murder before the Lord Justice General, the Public 
Prosecutor suggested that the defendant could not be tried, 
inasmuch as he was not of sound mind. The defendant pro- 
tested that he was of sound mind, but the jury found that he 
was insane, and the court ordered him to be committed to a 
criminal lunatic he gro to await his trial on his recovery. The 
question submitted by the learned judge to the jury—namely, 
whether the defendant was in such a state of mind as to be able 
to give instructions for a plea of innocence in the same manner 
that a sane man would do— was probably wider than 
that which would be submitted in an English court. The 
English law has made provision for the case where the person 
indicted appears to be insane, and also for the case where 
evidence is given at the trial that he was insane so as not to be 
responsible at the date of the act or omission which is the sub- 
ject of the indictment. In the first of these cases the sole 
question is, whether the accused, when arraigned, has sufficient 
understanding to plead to the iodictment, and, under 39 & 40 
Geo. 3, c. 94, the court may upon his arraignment order a jury 
to be impanelled to try the prisoner's sanity. If the jury fin 
that the prisoner is insane, the court may order the finding 
to be recorded and the insane to be kept in custody 
till his Majesty’s pleasure be known. In the ae 
where evidence is given at the trial that the person ; 
was insane so as not to be responsible according to law for his 
actions at the time when the act was done or the omission 





occurred, the jury, under the Trial of Lunatics Act, 1883, may 
return a special verdict to the effect that he was guilty of the 
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act or omission charged against him but was then insane, where- 
upon the court may order him to be kept in custody as a 
criminal lunatic until his Majesty’s pleasure shall be known. 


Helps to Eloquence. 


Comp.aints are often heard at the present day that the 
eloquence of the bar is declining, and that it is far inferior to 
that which was at the command of suitors in the days of 
ErskinE and Brovenam. Eloquence was certainly in old times 
regarded as the principal characteristic of an advocate, and in 
ages more superstitious than those of the present day charms 
were worn, which it was supposed would strengthen the 
— of speech of those who wore them. It is tolerably well 

nown that a child’s eaul, or the membrane enveloping the 
head of a child at its birth, is superstitiously regarded as of 
oe omen and supposed to be a preservative against drowning, 

ut it may not be so well known that this membrane was in 
ancient times often sold to advocates as an especial means of 
making them eloquent. We are told that some of the more 
credulous advocates carried cauls about with them, believing 
that by the possession of these charms they would acquire 
an eloquence which neither the judges nor any other auditor 
would be able to resist. Mr. Dovcz, the antiquary, is 
struck with the affinity of the judges’ coif to this belief, 
and considers that if ancient lawyers availed themselves of 
this popular superstition or fell into it themselves when they 
gave great sums to win these cauls, it is very natural to suppose 
that they would feel themselves inclined to wear them. It is 
not many years since cauls were offered for sale in the new- 
papers, the advertisements being specially directed to 
‘* gentlemen of the navy and others going long voyages to sea.”’ 
But we have never heard of such an advertisement being 
addressed to English lawyers. 


A Decline in Suretyship. 


THE sTATEMENT in the Book of Proverbs, that he who is 
surety for a stranger shall smart for it, has never to our know- 
ledge been disputed, but it must not be forgotten that there 
is danger in becoming surety fora friend. A common excuse 
for pecuniary embarrassment and insolvency is that the debtor 





was induced to put his name to a bill, or become surety, for a 
friend, and the moral appears to be indisputable that surety- 
ship should always be avoided. But it has not been easy to act | 
upon this rule. A father finds it hard to refuse to answer for the 
debt, default, or miscarriage of his son, who can only obtain accom- 
modation from a bank if the advances are guaranteed by a third 
person, or who, without a guarantee, may fail to obtain employ- 
ment as a bookkeeper or cashier. We are, therefore, not sorry to 
hear that suretyship isdecreasing, and that, in place of a guarantee, 
a policy in an insurance company is accepted. This is evident in 
the case of receivers, administrators, and other officials who have 
hitherto been required to search for some friend who will 
guarantee their liabilities. A time may possibly come when 
this change may render the large body of law relating to | 
principal and surety in some measure obsolete. 





Proving Colonial Law. 

THE vsvat rule as to treating colonial law as ‘ foreign,” and | 
requiring it to be proved by experts, does not seem to have been 
adhered to in Farmer § Co. v. Inland Revenue Commissioners 
(1898, 2 Q.B. 141). The question in that case was whether the 
interest conveyed by a deed relating to land in New South Wales 
was an equitable or a legal interest, in view of a New South Wales 
enactment framed on the lines of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
s. 25 (5). Wricut, J., after referring to the New South Wales 
enactment, said: “I do not know what the New South Wales 
statute means, apart from the decisions upon it which have been 
reported, but those decisions must guide us in the construction 
of the New South Wales Act”; and he then referred to New 
South Wales cases on the construction of the enactment before 
him. Singularly enough, in New South Wales the court on 
one occasion declined to look at Victorian cases upon the con- 
struction of a Victorian statute, notwithstanding that by New 
South Wales law a copy of the Victorian statute may be, and 
was, put in evidence in liou of calling expert evidence: see 
Homeward Bound Gold Mining Co. v. Macpherson (17 N. 8. W. R 





Ea. 281, 286). 


x 


———e 
The Honours Examination. 

Tue wist of the successful candidates at the last Honouy 
Examination can hardly be encouraging to those who ar 
thinking of undergoing that ordeal. No candidate attaingg 
the right to be included in the First Class, and out of 
nine entries only eleven attained a place in the list. Eight of 
these were articled to country solicitors. 








The Criminal Appeal Bill. 


Many proposals have been made, and many Bills have beg 
introduced in Parliament during recent years, for the creatiog 
of a Court of Criminal Appeal; but the Bill which has lately 
been read a first time in the House of Commons seems likely a 
last to bring about the much discussed reform in the law. 
measure was mentioned in the King’s Speech, and now it hag 
been brought in by the Government in the Commons, so that i 
passing into law would seem to be assured. No one can doubt 
that, although differences of opinion do exist, the great majority 
of those whose opinion is of any value are in favour of som 
change in the direction of criminal appeal. 

The Bill now before Parliament has a great deal in commoy 
with the Bill brought in last summer by the Lord Chane 
but it has one marked difference —that is, in dealing with man 
matters of procedure which in the earlier Bill were left to} 
dealt with byrules. There is also a difference in the constitutia) 
of the new court. The earlier Bill proposed that the court shoulf 
consist of all the judges of the High Court; the new Bill pr 
poses to form a court consisting of the Lord Chief Justice 
seven judges appointed by him for the purpose. This 
probably be widely recognized as an improvement; for 
only will it relieve from these duties some judges to wh 
criminal work is notoriously distasteful, but it will certainly 
tend to uniformity in the attitude of the court towards th 
difficult questions which it will have to determine. The cd 


| will be duly constituted by a minimum of three judges, but 


must always consist of an odd number, and may sit in tm 
divisions. 

A new feature is introduced by the provision that no jud 
ment shall be separately pronounced by any member of ti 
court, but the judgment of the majority shall be the judgm 


| of the court, and shall be pronounced by the president or by sud 
| other member of the court as he shall direct. 


The decision of # 
court is to be absolutely final, no appeal lying from it to 
other court. In view of this, it might have been well to ins 
some provision that, in case of difference of opinion on a pa 
of great importance in a small court, the matter should 
re-argued before a court of seven judges. Probably, howe 
the court has power to do this without any express conferring 
such power being necessary. 

The court is to have full power to decide ‘all questid 
whether of law or fact. They can order the attendance of 
witness who would have been compellable to attend at the 
and they can order the production of any document, exhibit, @ 
other thing connected with the charge. Also, they may refer t 
special commissioner, for his report thereon, any questi 
involving prolonged examination of accounts or documents 
and may appoint any person with expert knowledge to act @ 
assessor to the court in any case where it appears that sped 
knowledge is required. 

As to the right of appeal, every person convicted on indic# 
ment is given an unfettered right of appeal on any ground whia 
involves a question of law alone. With the leave of the cow 
he may also appeal on questions of fact, or on questions 
mixed law and fact, and also against the sentence, ext 
sentence of death. 

Once a case is before the court, the court has very full po 
of affirming, quashing, or varying the judgment of the lower cd 
They are directed to allow the appeal if they think the vet 
of the jury should be set aside on any ground on whici’ 
verdict of a jury may be set aside in civil proceedings. 
ground will clearly usually be either that the verdict 
against the weight of evidence, or that there was 
direction by the judge, or that evidence was improper 
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admitted. If the verdict was against the weight of evidence, 
clearly the accused ought to have been acquitted, and that is 
the order the court will make. But on the other grounds the 
court will no doubt often come to the conclusion that, although, 
strictly speaking, the presiding judge at the trial did make 
some mistake, no real miscarriage of justice was caused. In 
such cases the court can dismiss the appeal. In view of the fact 
that so many courts of quarter sessions are presided over by 
laymen, there are probably a very large number of cases in 
which some more or less unimportant misdirection is given to 
the jury. The new court will no doubt firmly discourage 
appeals on such grounds where no real mischief is done. 

The court also will have large discretion in entering the 
proper judgment, varying the sentence if necessary, and dealing 
with the case according to its merits, where a prisoner has been 
convicted improperly on one count, but ought to have been con- 
victed on another count; where he has wrongly been convicted 
of one offence, but ought to have been convicted of another; and 
where a special verdict has been brought in by a jury and the 
court below has given a wrong judgment thereon. It is to be 
noticed also that, in case a sentence is appealed against, the 
court has power either to reduce or increase it. This may put 
some small check on the number of appeals against sentences ; 
but as the court will probably be very disinclined to increase a 
sentence, and will not care to increase it merely as a penalty for 
a frivolous appeal, we may expect a very large number of appli- 
cations for leave to appeal against sentence. 

It will not be within the power of the court ever to order a 
new trial, and this is a feature of the Bill of which we strongly 
approve. Second trials of criminal cases are always objection- 
able. Juries do not approach a second trial with such open 
minds as they do a first trial; there is great temptation to 
manipulate the evidence for the defence in view of the course of 
the first trial, and the accused is often subjected to the repetition 
of a very severe ordeal. Again, if a new trial could be ordered, 
there is no knowing where the case would end, for repeated new 
trials may be ordered. It is well, therefore, that where there is 
an appeal, the case should be brought to an end, one way or 
another, definitely and finally. 

A convicted person may appeal, or ask for leave to appeal, 
within ten days of the date of his conviction. This time may, 
however, be extended by the court, except in case of a conviction 
involving the sentence of death. In that case sentence must 
not be executed until after the time for appeal has expired; 
and if an appeal is lodged, the court is to meet and determine 
the matter “with as much expedition as practicable,” and the 
execution of the sentence is to be postponed till after the 
decision. This will obviously often cause considerable disloca- 
tion of other business; for everything else will have to give 
way to the absolute necessity of a number of judges meeting 
promptly to decide whether the convicted man is to live or 
to die. In such cases, too, it is unlikely that less than five 
judges will be considered a proper court for the decision of so 
grave a question. 

The court has power to admit any appellant to bail pending 
the hearing ; the time during which he is at liberty is not to be 
reckoned in his term of imprisonment in case his appeal fails. 


The judge or chairman of the court before whom an appellant 
was convicted has to furnish to the Court of Criminal Appeal a 
report giving his opinion of the case and his notes of the trial. 
In addition to this, however, provision is made for a shorthand 
note to be taken of the proceedings at the trial on indictment of 
every person who, if convicted, has a right of appeal under the 
Act. This apparently includes the proceedings at all trials on 
indictment, except for gvasi-criminal charges in relation to the 
non-repair and obstruction of highways, bridges, or navigable 
rivers, which are to be regarded as civil proceedings. 

Provision is made for the appeals of poor prisoners to be 
conducted at the public expense, and for the assignment to them 
of counsel and solicitor. As for the representation of the Crown 
before the court, it is to be the duty of the Director of Public 
Prosecutions to appear in every appeal, unless that duty is 
undertaken by the prosecutor in @ private prosecution. In no 
appeal are any costs to be allowed on either side. 

othing in the Act is to affect in any way the royal pre- 
Fogative of mercy, But the Home Secretary is empowered, on 


the consideration of any petition, to refer the whole case to the 
court, or to refer any particular point to the court for advice and 
assistance. This provision will, it may be hoped, help in a 
pe See 6 Se pular pressure that is often 

rought to bear upon the Home Sesoteny in cases which have 
excited great public interest; and also will enable a Home 
Secretary, conscious of his own weakness in to such 
pressure, to take shelter from the storm behind the strong rock 
of the Court of Criminal Appeal. 

The powers of the court to give leave to appeal, to extend 
the time for appeal, to assign legal aid to poor prisoners, to 
admit to bail, &c., may be exercised by any one judge of the 
court, but there is to be an a from his decision by the 
convicted person to the court itself in any of such matters. 

Subject to one condition, we think the Act will work smoothly 
and well. It is far the best proposal that has yet been made, 
and embodies what was best in the past proposals. That one 
condition is that more judges are appointed to cope with the 
mass of new business which will be laid upon the High Court. 
As the Attorney-General admitted last week, at the annual 
general meeting of the bar, the congested state of business in 
the King’s Bench is now a scandal, and something must be done, 
and done soon, to relieve suitors from the present intolerable 
state of things. This new Act will, however, we believe, furnish 

uite enough business to take up the whole time of three judges. 
tt is evident, therefore, that a very considerable addition to the 
number of the King’s Bench judges must be made or absolute 
chaos will result. A man under sentence of death, or of a long 
term of imprisonment, will no doubt seize every possible chance, 
however remote, of mitigating his fate. Even when he cannot 
actually appeal to the court as of right, he can always apply to 
the court for leave toappeal. In either case he takes up judicial 
time, and we are probably short of the mark when we say that 
the whole time of three judges will be occupied in dealing with 
criminal appeal business. 








The Effect of Part Payment as 
Against Devisees of Real Estate. 
II 


WE noticed last week that in none of the Statutes of Limitation 
which give effect to part payment in keeping a debt alive 
against an individual or —_ land is the person by whom the 
payment may be made defined, nor is there any express statement 
of the extent to which the various concurrent remedies for the 
debt are kept alive by a Fp mg duly made. Is the payment 
effectual to keep alive these remedies, or is it effectual to 
keep alive the remedy only against the who makes it or 
agaiost land in which he is in ? We have also seen 
that where a debt is directly charged upon land, and also secured 
by personal covenant, there is a remarkable concurrence of 
authority that the effect of payment by any person either 
interested in the land or liable under the covenant is to keep 
alive all the remedies for the debt; so that, for instance, a 
payment by the mortgagor keeps the remedy against the land 
alive in the hands of an assignee of the equity of redemption, 
and it keeps the remedy alive also against a surety. But these 
authorities depend upon the construction of the Property 
Limitation Acts, 1833, 1837, and 1874. When, on the other 
hand, it is a question of money secured by personal covenant, 
but not directly charged upon land, then the effect of payment 
depends on the Civil Procedure Act, 1833, and the wording of 
sections 3 and 5 may possibly be thought to favour a restriction 
of this effect to the person who ee the payment. Under 
section 40 of the Real y Limitation Act, 1833, and section 8 
of the Act of 1874, no action may be brought after the prescribed 
eriod to recover money charged on land unless part payment has 
n made. The fact, therefore, of part payment removes the ~ 
hibition and enables any action for the money to be brought. The 
method of the Civil Procedure Act, 1833, is not identical. By 





; covenant,” and section 5 provides 


section 3 a limit of twenty years is upon “all actions of 
ides that in case of 


the person entitled to ‘‘ such may 
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within twenty years after the payment. There is, therefore, a 
question whom he may charge in this action— whether the person 
only who made the payment, or any person who could be made 
liable if the statute were out of the way. 

This question arises in practice when a specialty debtor has 
died and it is sought to recover the debt against devisees of his 
real estate. The heir was liable under the old law to make 
good out of lands descended to him specialty debts of his 
ancestor in which the heirs were expressly bound. The 
liability was extended to devisees by the Statute of 
Fraudulent Devises (3 Will. & Mary, c. 14), and the pro- 
cedure was affirmed and amended by the Debts Recovery Act, 
1830. The nature of the action under these statutes was 
examined by Farwett, L.J., in his judgment in the present 
case of Re Lacey (1907, 1 Ch., p. 347), and he pointed out that the 
action was one of debt in which the heir and the devisee or all 
the devisees were jointly liable, and this liability could only be 
avoided by a plea that nothing had come by descent or devise to 
answer the debt. ‘The result,” he said, “is that for the 
purpose of this specialty debt all the devisees under the will, 
whether they are devisees of a mortgaged or a free estate, stand 
on the same footing and are jointly liable to the specialty 
creditor.” Under the Administration of Estates Act, 1833, 
lands of a deceased person are assets in equity for the payment 
of all his debts, specialty and simple contract, and hence land is 
now ordinarily made availab'e for creditors in an administration 
action. 

In Roddam v. Morley (1 De G. & J. 1) payment in respect of 
a specialty debt of a testator had been made by a devisee for 
life, and the question was whether this saved the statute in an 
action brought upon the bond after his death against the devisee 
in remainder. Woop, V.C.(2 K. & J. 336), held that it did not, 
upon the ground that under section 5 of the Civil Procedure 
Act, 1833, the action on the bond was kept alive only as against 
the person making the payment. Upon the appeal Lord Cran- 
worTH, C., was assisted by two common law judges, WILLIAMS 
and Crowper, JJ. The judges were of opinion that the pay- 
ment by the devisee did not affect himself only, but set free the 
action generally. Those who are curious enough to study 
the joint judgment delivered by Witttams, J., will find that 

.it was based, not so much upon any broad principle, as upon 
the analogy of decisions on 4 & 5 Anne, c, 3, to the effect 
that where one of several joint debtors in simple contract is 
abroad the statute is suspended as to all till his return. This 
is, perhaps, too remote to be any real guide to the construction 
of section 5 of the Civil Procedure Act, 1833. Lord Cranwortn, 
who agreed with their conclusion, relied partly on the nature of 
the action under the Statute of Fraudulent Devises. This was 
an action against those who represented the whole inheritance, 
and a payment by the tenant for life, since he was interested to 
pay, and his payment prevented recourse to the land, kept the 
action alive against the remainderman. But the Lord 
Chancellor went beyond this and adopted the principle that 
payment kept the action alive generally. ‘I have,” he said, 
*‘come to the conclusion that when a part payment or pay- 
ment of interest has been made, which has the effect of 
preserving any right of action, that right will be saved, not only 
against the party making it, but also against all parties liable 
on the specialty.” 

The effect of payment by a devisee for life as against persons 
in remainder may well be put on different grounds from the 
effect of payment by one devisee as against other devisees con- 
currently interested. But although the principle enunciated by 
Lord Cranwortu went beyond the requirements of the facts in 
Roddam v. Morley, it would doubtless have permanently settled 
the construction of the statute had it not been questioned by 
Lord Wesrsury, C., in Dickinson v. Teasdale (1 D. J. & S, 52) 
and by Lord Cuzrmsrorp, ©., in Coope v. Cresswell (L. R. 2 Ch. 
112). In Dickenson v. Teasdale a specialty debtor devised to A. 
his estate X and charzed it with half his debts; he devised Y to 
B. and charged it with the other half. He also charged all his 
debts on the whole of his real estate. A. made a payment on 
account of the bond debt, and this, of course, kept alive the 
charge on estate X. The specialty creditor contended that it 
paved the statute also as to estate Y, and sought to enforce the 


charge created by the will against this estate. Lord Wzsrsury 





held that this could not be done. ‘It is said,” he observed, 
“that an acknowledgment by one of several devisees of distingt 


estates extends to all the devisees under the will. But that, 
which is totally unreasonable in point of principle, derived no 
support from Roddam v. Morley, a case cited at the bar, which in 
its circumstances had not the remotest possible bearing on the 
present. In that case there was an acknowledgment by a 
devisee for life of an estate, and the question was as to the effect 
of such acknowledgment as affecting those entitled in remainder 
to the same estate.” Dickenson v. Teasdale was not, like Roddam 
v. Morley, an action on the bond, but was, as just stated, an action 
to enforce the charge created by the will, and Lord Wesr- 
BURY appears to have considered that the Civil Procedure 
Act, 1833, was not applicable. The statute really applicable 
was section 40 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1833, 
but the judgment contains no reference to this statute, and the 
only way of treating Lord Wxstzsury’s short decision seems to 
be to take it as a declaration that, for the purposes of the 
statutes generally, a payment by a devisee of one estate does not 
affect the devisee of another estate, notwithstanding that the 
debt in respect of which it is made is charged on both estates, 
although payment by a devisee for life may well affect the 
devisees of the same estate in remainder. It was noticed in Re 
Lacey (supra) that this was a mere statement of the principle 
without reasons, and slight account was thken of it accordingly. 

Coope v. Cresswell (suprd) was also a case on the Civil Pro- 
cedure Act, 1833, and the judgment of Lord Cuexmusrorp, C,, 
was undoubtedly in direct conflict with the principle of Roddam 
v. Morley, though not with the particular point as to devisee for 
life and remaindermen there decided. Under the will of a 
testator, trustees, who were also the personal representatives, 
held the P estate on trust for sale and to pay there 
out mortgage and other debts, and the D estate on 
trust for A. for life, with remainders over. The trustees paid 
interest on a specialty debt of the testator, and Krinperstey, V.O, 
(L. R. 2 Eq. 106), held, in reliance on Roddam v. Morley, that 
this preserved the creditor’s remedy for all purposes, and con- 
sequently that the beneficial interest of A. in the D estate was 
liable for the debt. But Lord Cuetmsrorp took a different view 
of the statute. ‘Is there,” he said, ‘‘ anything unreasonable in 
supposing that [the Legislature] intended what their words 
literally express, and that in each case of an action brought you 
are to look to the party whose liability is sought to be enforced, 
and who uses the Statute of Limitations as a defence? The 
whole frame of the section seems t» point in this direction.” 
Hence, while he did not dispute the correctness of Roddam y, 
Morley with regard to the effect of payment by a limited owner 
as against the persons entitled in remainder, he declined to apply 
the principle of that decision as between the devisees of different 
estates and the personal representatives of the debtor. 

In strictness Coope v. Cresswell, taken with Dickenson v. Teasdale, 
should have been treated as settling the law that, as between 
persons concurrently liable, a payment by one does not keep 
alive the remedy against the others; while Rddam v. Morley 
settled that payment by a tenant for life kept alive the remedy 
against the remaindermen. The principle, however, laid dowa 
in Roddam v. Morley wont beyond the particular case of devisees 
for life and in remainder, and in effect Roddam v. Morley and 
Coope v. Cresswell were in conflict, a conflict which has ever 
since been a source of embarrassment. But there have been 
considerations in favour of Roddam v. Morley which have 
marked it as the better authority. One of these was the — 
special constitution of the court which decided it ; another was 
the fact that Bacon, V.C., accepted it as correct in Pears v. | 
Laing (L. R. 12 Eq. 41), a case of liability on a mortgage debt’ 
of a testator as between different devisees and the personal” 
representatives, and more recently the same course was adopted 7 
in Ireland by the Court of Appeal in Lsahy v. Ds Moleyns (1896, | 
1 Ir. R. 206); and still more weighty is the analogy of the” 
numerous cases to which we referred last week on the effect off 
payment under the Real Property Limitation Acts, 1833, 1837,\) 
and 1874. Under those Acts the effect of payment is note 


confined to the person making it, but keeps alive the remedy” 


against other persons liable, and there is no clear intimation ing 
the language of the Civil Procedure Act, 1833, that it is to have 
a different effect there. 
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Under these circumstances it was natural that the Court of 
Appeal in Re Lacey should take the view that the same principle 
of construction was applicable to all the statutes and should pro- 
nounce definitely in favour of Roddam v. Morley. Strictly it was 
unnecessary for them to touch the question. In Re Lacey the 
debt in question was a mortgage debt, and though the action 
was to recover it out of devised land other than the mortgaged 
land, yet it was money secured on land, and the relevant statute 
was section 8 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874, and 
not section 5 of the Civil Procedure Act, 1833. Upon this 
section, as we have seen, Chinnery v. Evans (11 H. L. C. 115) 
and Re Frisby (43 Ch. D. 106), and Bradshaw v. Widdrington 
(1902, 2 Ch. 430) are conclusive authorities that the effect of 
payment is not confined to the person making it. But having 
regard to the long-standing doubt as the the decisions on 
section 5 of the Civil Procedure Act, 1833, it is satisfactory 
that the court treated that section and also section 8 of the Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1874, as subject to the same construc- 
tion. ‘I can find,” said Farwett, L.J. (p. 345), ‘‘no distinction 
between the two sections sufficient to make the reasoning of the 
two common law judges and the Lord Chancellor in Roddam v. 
Morley inapplicable to the present case.” In future, therefore, 
it must be taken that payment in respect of a specialty debt by 
any person liable, interested, or entitled to pay, keeps up all 
remedies for the debt against other persons liable. This, of 
course, does not touch simple contract debts, as to which the 
effect of payment depends upon quite different considerations, 
and the Court of Appeal will doubtless at some time have to 
pronounce upon the correctness of Re Hollingshead (37 Ch. D. 
651) and Re Chant (1905, 2 Oh. 225). 

We can only notice shortly the curious effect which, as pointed 
out by Farwett, L.J., the enactment of section 8 of the Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1874, has produced — the saving 
for co-debtors contained in section 14 of the Mercantile Law 
Amendment Act, 1856. The saving applied to actions under 
the statute of James and under the Civil Procedure Act, 1833— 
that is, to personal actions for simple and specialty debts; but 
it did not apply to actions against the land under section 40 of 
the Real Property Limitation Act, 1833. This presumably was 
based upon the assumption that the restriction of section 40 to 
the latter class of actions consequent upon the decision in Hunter 
v. Nockolds (1 Mac. & G. 640) would continue. It was, how- 
ever, abolished by the Act of 1874 (Sutton v. Sutton, 22 Ch. D. 
51), and the effect has been to deprive co-devisees—who, in 
the view of Farwett, L.J., rank as co-debtors for the purpose 
of the Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 1856—of the benefi: 
of section 14. The result suggests that the different Statutes of 
Limitation have got into a state of considerable confusion, and 
that the matter calls for the intervention of the Legislature. 








Reviews. 


Wills and Settlements. 


Taz PRINCIPLES OF THE INTERPRETATION OF WILLS AND SETTLE- 
MENTS. By ARTHUR UNDERHILL, M.A., LL.D., and T. ANDREW 
Stranan, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. SECOND EDITION. 
Butterworth & Co. 


The interpretation of wills and settlements forms a very consider- 
able part of a lawyer's duties, and happily he has well-known and 
authoritative text-books to guide him. Tbere was room, however, 
for the concise treatment in one volume of the principles of construc- 
ticn applicable to both classes of documents, and we are glad to note 
the appearance of a second edition of the above work. It is sometimes 
said that the construction of one will is no guide to the construction 
of another, but in practice it is quite otherwise, and an opinion on the 
a a will can rarely be of much value unless there are decided 
cases which shew how it is likely to be construed should it actually 
come before a judge. The system which Messrs. Underhill and 

‘ have adopted is to state the principles of the subject in a 
series of rules, and each rule is illustrated and supported by reference 
to authorities. Although the work does not pretend to be a complete 
Suide to the cases —and indeed its size forbids this—yet on such matters 
of a occurrence as the construction of “issue” as “‘ children” 
(p. 89), or the inclusion of both real and estate under 

estate” (p. 161), or the quantum of the estate taken by a trustee 


set out, or we had better say, as to the last point, as clearly as the 
eccentricities of sections 30 and 31 of the Wills Act, 1837, will allow. 
Useful collections of the leading authorities, some of them quite 
recent, will be found also in the discussion of the effect of words*of 
limitation, especially in reference to Van Grutten v. Fowwell (1897, 
A. C. 658), and of the construction of covenants to settle after-acquired 
property, with references to Hancock v. Hancock (38 Ch. D. 78), and 
the more recent cases on the effect of section 19 of the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882. The book is well arranged and 
practical. 





Books of the Week. 


The Law of Building, Engineering, and Ship-building Contracts, 
and of the Duties and iabilt ilities of Engineers, Architects, Surveyors, 
and Valuers; with Precedents and of Cases. By ALFRED A. 
Hupson, Barrister-at-Law. Third Edition, Vol. I. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 

Heywood and Massey’s Lunacy Practice. Part I.: Dissertations, 
Forms, aud Precedents. Parte IL., IIf.: The Lunacy Acts, 1890 
and 1891, and Rules, fully Aunotated; and an Appendix with 
Precedents of Bills of Coste. Third Edition. By N. ArTour 
Hrywoop and ARNOLD 8. Masszy, M.A, Solicitors, and Ranra C, 
Romer, First Class Clerk in the Office of the Masters in Lunacy. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The Law of Evidence. By Sipngy L. Puipson, M.A. (Cantab.), 
Barrister-at-Law. Fourth Edition. Stevens & Haynes. 

The Lawyer’s Manual of Reference: being a Compendium of 
Points of Law Alphabetically Arranged, Useful Statutes, and Notes 
on Costs, Fees, Stamp, Income Tax, Estate, Legacy and Succession 
Duty ; with Practical Notes on the Laws in Force in British Colonies 
and Dependencies. Edited by R. Gzorrrey ELwts, Esq., and Max 
A. ROBERTSON, Esq , Barristers-at-Law. William Green & Sons. 


The Law Relating to Compensation for Injuries to Workmen: 
being an Exposition of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, and 
of the Case Law Relevant Thereto. By C. M. Knowxzs, LL.B., 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The Law Relatiog to Demurrage. By J. E R. Sreruens, Bar- 
rister at-Law. Tne Syren and Shipping (Limitel); Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 

Practical Hints on me By ALEXANDER ANDERSON EvsTAcE, 
B.A. (Lond.), LL.B, (Cantab.), Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

The Question of Criminal Appeal: a Criticism of Home Office 
Methods. By J. Scorr DuckErs, Solicitor. Ernest Bell. 


A Practical Analysis of the Public Trustee Act, 1906. By T. W. 
Moraav, Barrister-at-Law. ‘Stevens & Haynes. 








Correspondence. 


The Father of the Profession. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 
Sir,—I have just returned to England from Italy, and I am glad 
to see that others are interesting themselves in this professional topic. 
I confess that, although I have more than once personally met Mr. 
Dees, of Newcastle, I had not realized that he was admitted in 1836, 
and he is certainly not on my list, compiled some years back, referring 
to ‘‘coming on” Fathers of the Profession. I have added his name, 
thanks to Mr. Hopper. 

But there are several other solicitors before Mr. Dees, of whom 
more when the time comes. ; 

I do not quite follow why a man who was admitted in 1836 
must necessarily be well-nigh a centenarian. My experience is that 
twenty-two is the average age of admission, which would make 
ninety-three. It would be interesting if your correspondents would 
help Mr. Hopper and myself to find out who is the oldest solicitor 


(in point of age) taking out a certificate for the een < 
Montpelier House, Twickenham, April 23. 


= 


A meeting will be held at the Mansion House on Friday afternoon, the 








8rd of May, at 4.30, to consider the question of the 
made for legal aid to the poor of , and hel them in their 
difficulties, whether civil or criminal, at which Barnett, Sir J 


Harton, K.0., pal tC, MP. Me Aide, LB Es. Ol 

m, K.C., Mr. +» M.P., Mr, .P. 4 

M.P., Mr. F. H. M. Corbet, and others will take the Lord Chancellor 
and other judges have expressed their with the objects of the 





(P. 243), the practitioner will find the leading rules and cases clearly 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


JUDE v. REID BROTHERS (LIM.). No. 1. 19th April. 


Coryrigut— Mvusic— Composer AND Pvun.tisner— Sore anp Exc vsive 
Ricnt or Printing anp Pva.isurnc’’—Copynicut Act, 1842 (5 & 6 
Vict. c. 45), ss. 2, 14—Aprrat—Orper Expuncine Entry In Reoister 
—Jvunicature Act, 1873 (36 & 37 Vict. c. 66), s. 19, 

An order of the High Court directing an entry in the register of copyrights to 
be expunged under section 14 of the Copyright Act, 1842, is an ‘‘ order’? within 
the meaning of section 19 of the Judicature Act, 1873, from which an appeal lies 
An agreement was made between the applicant, who was the composer of a musical 
composition, and the defendants, who were music publishers, that, in consideration 
of the applicant giving to the defendints the sole and exclusive right of printing 
and publishing the composition and issuing the same in volume form, the following 
conditions should apply: (1) The cost of printing and issuing the volume should 
be borne by the defendants ; (2) the defendants should pay to the applicant 6d. on 
each copy sold ; (3) the defendants should supply the applicant with sueh copies as 
he might require at 1s. 64, a copy. The defendants, without the applicant's 
consent, registered themselves as proprietors of the copyright. Upon an applica- 
tion to expunge the entry, 

Held, that neither the agreement nor the entry of the defendants in the register 
amounted to an assignment of the copyright. 

Decision of Kekewich, J. (50 Sotrorrors Jovrwat, 638 ; 1906, 2 Ch. 595), 
affirmed, 

Appeal from an order of Kekewich, J., directing an entry in the register 
of the defendants as the proprietors of the copyright in a musical 
publication to be expunged (reported in 50 Soxrcirors’ Journat, 668; 
1906, 2 Ch. 595). The applicant was a musical composer, and the 
defendants were music publishers, In 1894 the applicant wrote a series 
of sacred songs, entitled ‘‘ Music and the Higher Life,’’ and published 
them in single numbers ; and in 1897 he registered himself as proprietor 
of the copyright therein. On the 27th of July, 1900, au agreement, which 
was headed ‘‘ Series and Volume,’’ was made between the applicant and 
Newsam, who was the managing director of the defendant company, 
whereby, in consideration of the applicant giving Newsam “ the sole and 
exclusive right of printing and publishing the series ‘ Music and the 
Higher Life,’ and issuing the same in volume form,’’ the parties agreed to 
the following conditions: (1) The cost of printing and issuing the volume 
should be borne by Newsam ; (2) Newsam should pay to the applicant 6d. 
on each copy sold ; and (3) Newsam should supply the applicant with such 
copies as he might require at 1s. 6d. a copy. The word ‘‘ volume’’ was 
written in the margin against each of the conditions. On the 8th of Novem- 
ber, 1902, Newsam assigned his rights to the defendants. Subsequently 
the applicant brought out an abridged edition of the composition, entitled 
‘* Music and the Higher Life (Abridged Edition),’’ and on the 13th of 
August, 1903, the defendants registered themselves as proprietors of the 
copyright therein. The applicant moved, under section 14 of the Copy- 
right Act, 1842, to expunge the entry. It was contended on behalf of the 
defendants that by the agreement of the 27th of July, 1900, the copyright 
of ‘* Music and the Higher Life’’ was assigned to them, the words ‘sole 
and exclusive right of printing and publishing’’ bringing the case within 
the definition of copyright in section 2 of the Copyright Act, 1842, and 
sewing an intention to assign the copyright ; and, further, that the entry 
of the defendants’ names in the register amounted to an assignment of the 
copyright. They therefore contended that the copyright was in them, and 
tou. they were rightly entered in the register as proprietors of the 
copyright in the abridged edition. Kekewich, J., held that the agreement 
of the 27th of July, 1900, was an author and publisher agreement and did 
not amount to an assignment of the copyright; and that the entry in the 
rezister did not amount to assignment of the copyright. He accordingly 
directed the entry to be expunged. The defendants appealed. A pre- 
liminary objection was taken that no appeal lay from such an order, and The 
Young Duchess (8 Times L. R. 41) was referred to, where Lord Coleridge, C.J., 
and Wright, J., expressed an opinion that no appeal lay. Walsall Overseers 
v. London and North-Western Railway Co. (27 W. R. 189, 4 App. Cas. 30) 
was also referred to. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Atverstonz, C.J., and Fiercner Movtton and 
Bucxtey, L.JJ.) overruled the objection upon the ground that the order 
directing the entry to be expunged was an order within section 19 of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, which gave a right of appeal. 

Upon the merits the Court dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atvenrstonr, C.J., said that in his opinion the agreement merely gave 
the defendants the right to print and publish the composition in a 
particular form, namely, in volume form, and did not assign the copyright. 
it was well known that songs of this kind were frequently sold singly for 
separate publication. It seemed to him that the words ‘‘ the ecole and 
exclusive right of printing and publishing the composition ’’ and “ issuing 
the same in volume form ”’ were intended to refer, and did refer, to the 
particular form of publication. The question turned upon the particular 
words of this particular agreement, and whatever those words might 
mean in another agreement, he came to the conclusion that this agreement 
conferred the right of printing and publishing the composition in volume 
form upon the terms of the copyright remaining in the defendants. As 
to the point about the entry in the register, it was well settled that an 
assignment of copyright must be in writing. 

Fietcner Mov.ron and Bucktey, L.JJ., concurred.—Oounsen, Serutton, 
K.0., and E. J. Elgood; P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Harold Hardy. 
Soxrcrrons, James White § Leonard; A, A. Strong. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Re SLATER (DECEASED). SLATER v. SLATER. No. 2. 
18th and 19th April. 


Wiutt—Lecacy—Sprrciric Gier—Apemption—Wits Act, 1837 (7 Wm, 4 
AND 1 Vicr. c. 26), s. 24. 


A testator by his will bequeathed the interest on his money invested in a certain 
security to his wife for her life. During the testator’s life a fresh security wag 
substituted under statutory powers for the security in question, which was held by 
the testator at the date of his will. 

Held, that the substituted security did not pass under the bequest, the will 
speaking from the testator’s death. 

Held, also, that even if a contrary intention was shewn in the will, 30 as & 
exclude the operation of section 24 of the Wills Act, the bequest was neverthelays 
adeemed, the substituted security not being substantially the same as the original 
seourity. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Joyce, J. (reported 54 W. R. 602; 
1906, 2 Ch. 480). The testator, Jas. Slater, by his will dated the 8th of 
February, 1904, bequested to his wife, Catherine P. Slater, the interest 
during her life from moneys invested in (inter alia) stock of Lambeth Water 
Co. At the date of the will the testator was possessed of £1,075 10 per 
cent. stock in the Lambeth Water Co. The Metropolitan Water Com. 
panies Act was passed on the 18th of December, 1902, and in pursuance 
thereof the Metropolitan Water Board, on the 24th of June, 1904, took 
over the undertaking of the Lambeth company. On the 7thof July, 1904, 
the Lambeth Water Co. passed a resolution to take stock of the Metro. 
politan Water Board instead of cash, and £3,379 3 per cent. Metropolitan 
Water Board B Stock was allotted to the testator in respect of his hol 
in the Lambeth Water Co. The testator died on the 15th of May, 1 
and he held this stock at the date of his death. The point to be d 
was whether the Metropolitan Water Board Stock passed under the gift ia 
the will. Joyce, J., held that it did not pass. The widow sppeaild 

Tne Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Barnes, P., and Kennepy, LJ) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., stated the facts and continued: There are two 





































points which arise. It is said that the provisions of section 24 of the 
Wills Act require that this bequest should be construed as speaking from 
the date of the testator’s death, and if that is so, there being nothing a 
which it can operate, the bequest fails. Alternatively it is said that even 
if you are to read into the language of this bequest words which makeit 
apply in terms only to the stock as it existed at the date of the will, th 
bequest has been adeemed by what subsequently happened. Joyce, J, 

dealt with the case only on the former of these views. He held tha 
section 24 of the Wills Act applied, there being nosufficient contrary intention 
shewn in the will to exclude its operation. I agree with the learned judge 
in that view. It seems to me that this is a will in which there is no 
expression of any contrary intention at all, or, at any rate, no sufficient 
expression of contrary intention to exclude the operation of section 2% 
Suppose that in the interval between the date of the will and the date ol 
his death the testator had purchased £1,000 more Lambeth Waterworks 
Co. stock and had died before the completion of the purchase o> 
that company’s undertaking by the water board, it seems to m 
that the argument which then must have been addressed to th 
court on behalf of the present appellant must have succeeded, viz., that 
the bequest covered all the Lambeth Waterworks Co. stock which tH 
testator had at the date of his death, and that it is irrelevant to consid 
whether the amount at the date of the death was greater or less than# 
the date of the will. If that is so, it disposes of the appeal, and I wil 
not go through the various authorities to which Joyce, J., referred. B | 
has not been seriously argued that on that construction of the will & 
appellant can succeed merely on the ground that the money which at 
date of the will was invested in the Lambeth Waterworks Co. stock a 
be traced. But supposing that construction of the will be wrong, aud th 
there ought to be read into the will the words ‘‘ which I now hold,” fh 
comes the question whether or no there has been ademption. Speakilg 
for myself 1 think that this gift has been adeemed. ‘here was a timt 
when the court held that ademption was dependent on the testatott 
intention, and, therefore, when a change in the subject-matter of the gift 
occurred by the act of a public authority, or at any rate without a] 
exercise of will by the testator, ademption might not follow, but for mamf 
years that doctrine has ceased to be law, and I think it is now law ti 
when you have a change of property effected by an Act of Parliat 
ademption will follow unless the case can be brought within Oukes v. Oak 
(9 Hare 666), in which Turner, V.C., held that a bequest of shares wa 
not revoked by reason of the conversion of the shares into stock undeté 
resolution of the company made under the authority of an Act of Parle 
ment. The Vice-Chancellor says: ‘‘ The testator had this property att 
time he made his will, and it has since been changed in name or 

only. ‘The question is whether a testator has at the time of his death 
eame thing existing—it may be in a different shape—yet substantially t 
same thing.’”’ Applying that reasoning to the present case, can & 
existing Metropolitan Water Board Stock be said to be substantial} 
the same thing as the Lambeth Waterworks Co. stock which 
testator held at the date of the will? Having regard to the circums' 
of the conversion and the differences between the two stocks, [ can 
think that it is the same thing. I feel bound to adopt the view which 
been taken, not in one case only, but in many, that you have to ask yours® 
where is the subject-matter of the bequest, and if you cannot find it at 

testator’s death you cannot find it by tracing it into something em 
unless the something else is substantially the same thing. The obsei 

tions of Kay, J., in Re Gray (35 W. R. 795, 36 Ch. D, 205) govern 
present case, though they were not necessary for the decision of the 
actually before that learned judge. The appeal must be dismissed. 
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— 


Barnes, P., and Keznnepy, L.J., also delivered j ts d 
the appeal.—CovnseL, Hughes, K.C., and Methold; Warmington, K.C., 
Younger, K.C, and Newton Vernon. Soxricrrors, Maude § Tunnicliffe ; 


Brooks. 
Gory $ [Reported by J. I. Sriauine, Barrister-at-Law. } 


THELLUSSON v, VALENTIA, No, 2, 17th April. 


Civs —Rutes— Power to ALter—FunpamentaL Onsects— ParticutaR 
Seort—Aso.uition By ResotvTion—Vauiprry or Reso.vrion. 


A club which has power to alter its rules ean validly alter a rule which 
prescribes the objects for which the club is formed, even though the alteration 
involves the discontinuance of one of the original objects of the club. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiffs against a decision of Joyce, J., who 
had refused to declare a resolution passed at the annual general meeting 
of the ee am Club null and void. The case is reported 54 W. R. 
369; 1906, 1 Ch. 480. The action was brought by the plaintiffs, the Hon. 
F. Thellusson, Mr. J. H. Hannay, and Mr. J. A. Miller, suing on behalf of 
themselves and other members ot the Hurlingham Club for a declaration 
that certain resolutions passed at the annual general meeting of the club 
on the 20th of May, 1905, discontinuing pigeon-shooting and amending 
the rules of the club, were not binding on the members thereof, and that 
the said resolutions were null and void. The defendants were Viscount 
Valentia, General Baldock, the Earl of Ancaster, and the Earl of 
Haddington (the trustees of the club), and Mr. A. Lindsay Lister, who 
represented the committee. The Hurlingham Club owns large grounds 
and a club-house situate at Fulham. e club and grounds are used 
partly for social purposes and partly for the carrying on of sports, 
such as polo, croquet, and pigeon-shooting. The club grounds 
originally cost about £50,000, and they were mortgaged to the extent 
of about £30000. ‘The property of the club was vested in the 
trustees, and held by them upon trust for the purposes of the club. The 
club was formed in 1868. Its objects were thus stated in the rules: 
‘Rule 2. The club is instituted for the purpose of providing a ground for 
pigeon-shooting, surrounded with such accessories and so situated as to 
render it an agreeable couniry resort, not alone to those who take part in 
pigeon-shooting, but also to their families and friends.’’ The original 
rules contained express powers to alter the rules, which had been exercised 
from time to time, and rule 2 now ran as follows: “ The club is instituted 
for the purposes of providiig a ground for pigeon-shooting, polc, and 
other sports, surrounded witu such accessories and so situated as to render 
it an agreeable country resort, not only to members, but also to their 
families and friends.’’ Rule 16 provided that all the concerne of the club 
should be conducted by a committee, who should have power to make bye- 
laws (consistent with the rules). By rule 22 it was provided that the 
annual general meeting should be held on or before the third Saturday in 
May in each year for the purpose of receiving the report of the committee 
and the accounts, and for the purpose of discussing any proposals which 
might require the decision of a general meeting and of which due 
notice had been given. The rule then proceeded: ‘‘(s) Proposals 
for adding to or altering the rules of the club except by the com- 
mittee shall be considered and voted upon only at the annual 
general meeting, and no such proposition shall be adopted without the 
sanction of a majority consisting of two-thirds of the votes given at a 
meeting composed of at least fifty members. (¢) No subject which does 
not relate to the management of the concerns of the club shall be pro 
or brought forward for discussion at any general meeting of its members.”’ 
Up to the present time a portion of the grounds had been set apart and 
facilities had been provided at the club for pigeon-shooting. At the 
annual general meeting of the club, held on the 20th of May, 1905, at 
which upwards of 300 members were present and voted, the following 
resolution was passed, as the defendants alleged, by a majority of upwards 
of two-thirds of the votes given thereat: ‘‘ Resolved that pigeon-shooting 
be discontinued at the Hurlingham Club after December, 1905.’ On the 
motion coming before Joyce, J., his lordship pointed out that the terms of 
the resolution did not, in fact, purport to alter the rules. It was, perhaps, 
inconsistent with some of the rules and bye-laws, but that inconsistency 
might be set right by a very few amendments, and possibly without 
in terms altering rule 2, But the real question was whether, having 
regard to the specific mention of pigeon-shooting in rule 2, the resolu- 
tion was, on the face of it, necessarily invalid, whatever the circum- 
stances might have been under which it was passed. His lordship 
was not aware of any rule of law which required any company or 
other association to continue to fulfil each and every of the several 
purposes for which it was originally formed. If there were any limit to 
the power of altering the rules he thought it had not been transgressed. 
In his opinion no rule was so fundamental, whatever might be the mean- 
ing of that expression, as to exempt it from addition or alteration. At 
all events, there was no fundamental rule that any particular sport should 
be provided for. Therefore, without going so far as to say that the 
resolution was absolutely valid or binding until some cor ding or 
appropriate alteration had been made in the rules, his lordship had come 
to the conclusion that he ought not to make any euch declaration as was 
asked for, From this decision the plaintiffs now appealed. At the annual 
general meeting of the club held in May, 1906, resolutions had been duly 
ae ” alter the rules and bye-laws as suggested in the judgment of 
oyce, J. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., Barnes, P., and Kennzpy, L.J.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Hanpy, M.R.—This case has been most ably argued by counsel 
on behalf of the appellants, but I feel no doubt that the judgment of 
Joyce, J., is quite right. We are dealing with a club which was founded 
in 1868 for the purpose of encouraging pigeon shooting. The original 








rules contained a clause authorizing the members to make alterations in 
the rules. At various dates alterations were made in the rules of the 
club, and by rule 2 as it now stands, and has stood for some years, the ob 

of the club is to provide a ground for B gee tay polo, and 

rts. The present power of alteringthe rules is given by rule 22 WR 
‘That has been called an implied power of altering the rules, but I think it 
would be more accurate to call it an e wer of altering the rules, 
because, though that rule is not very skilfully drawn, it seems to me tebe a 
rule which expressly states that to make a altering the rules is 
within the competence of every member of the club, and every member of 
the club joins it subject to the condition that the rules may be altered. 
We have been told that the courts have been astute to see that a company 
or partnership formed for one particular object is not turned into some- 
thing totally different under a clause in the memorandum of association 
or articles of partnership. 1 agree that that is so, but I fail to see the 
bearing of those authorities on anything we have here. Although the club 
was originally formed for the enco t of pigeon-shooting, it is now 
a club for the enco' ent of polo and other sports also, and I am 
unable to see that any one of these objects is a more fundamental object, 
in the sense that it cannot be varied, than another. In short, I think that 
it is competent for the club to do that which they have done and sa: 
that they do not desire all and every of these sports to be encouraged. 
That in substance is, I think, the view taken by Joyce, J., and 
it seems to me to be the correct view. We have been 
with clause ¢ of rule 22, and it has been said that that clause shews 
that no rule can be added to or altered unless it concerns the - 
ment, as distinct from the objects, of the club. I do not think that 
that is a sound view. Olause ¢ seems to me to have been intended to 
prevent the general meeting from discussing questions of Loran or social 
politics or anything except the affairs of the club. For these reasons the 
ap fails and must be dismissed with costs. 

Annes, P., said that he agreed, and he had nothing to add. One of 
the strongest points made by Mr. Danckwerts was that based on clause ¢ 
of rule 22, but he agreed with what the Master of the Rolls had just said 
as to that clause, and thought that it did not control the generality of 
clause 4 of the rule. 

Kennepy, L.J., also 
Younger, K.C., and Austen-Cartmell, 
Nussey § Fellowes, 

[Reported by J. I. Sriaixo, Barrister-at-Law. | 


agreed.—CounseL, Danckwerts, K.C., and Sturgess ; 
Soricrrons, William Sturgess § Co. ; 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re ADAMS’ TRUSTEES AND FROST'S CONTRACT, AND ie THE 
VENDOR AND PURCHASER ACT, 1874. Warrington, J. lth and 
17th April. 

Venpor AND Purcnaser—Titte— Power or Arroimntment—Ee@urras.e 

ATE—APPOINTMENT ON TRusT ror SALE. 


A special power of appointment over the equitable interest in real estate is well 
exercised by an appointment to trustees upon trust to sell and to hold the procecds 
upon trust for the objects of the power of appeintment, 


Vendor and purchaser summons. By this summons the applicant 
sought to obtain a declaration that ce: objections to the title to the 
hereditaments comprised in the contract in question had not been 
sufficiently answered by the vendors, and that a good title to the heredita- 
ments ve { not been shewn, and that the applicant was entitled to a return 
of his deposit with interest. The vendors were trustees of the will of 
8. W. Adams, who died on the 13th of May, 1904. The property in 
question was freehuld, and was the subject of an ordinary contract for the 


sale of freeholds subject to certain conditions of sale. Amongst the 
common form conditions was the follo “14. The assurance and 
every other deed or instrument which shall be necessary for getting in or 


surrendering any outstanding estate, term, or interest, or for com- 
pleting the vendor’s title, 1 be prepared by and at the expense 
of the purchaser, who shall also bear the expense of the perusal, 
approval, and execution of every such instrument by, and of the 
doing of every act needed for perfecting the assurance by all parties 
other than the vendor and any mortgagee to whose mortgage the 
vendor’s title is subject.” By a settlement dated the 20th of April, 
1852 (which was the root of title), upon the marriage of the said 
S. W. Adams, the property in question was conveyed unto and to the use 
of trustees, their heirs and op upon trust for E. R. V. (the wife) and 
her heirs until marriage, and afterwards upon trust to a e rents and 
profits to her during the joint lives of herself and S. W. Adams for her 
own use, and after the decease of either of them to pay the same to the 
survivor for life, and at the decease of the survivor upon trust to pay and 
transfer the property to all and every or any one or more exclusive of the 
Coto orced ty ine foe preventing porpetulties, aud to be oh wack das 
riod prescribed by law for preventing per, x 

Pad tinees and in euch shares and proportions and subject to such conditions, 
charges, and limitations over in favour of any other of such children or 
more remote issue as the said 8. W. Adams and E. R. V., should jointly 
appoint, and subject thereto as the survivor should by deed or 
appoint with divers over in default of appointment. The 
settlement also provided that it should be lawfal for the trustees and the 
survivor of them and his heirs, on the Srustoes af trustee tee the ne ae 
at any time or times after the death of the survivor of E. R. V. 

8. W. Adams, and if for the time being there should be 

child of the marriage then living, absolutely to sell and of the 
property. 8. W. Adams ved his wife, and by his will dated 
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the 15th of March, 1899, appointed the property unto and to 
the use of the trustees of his will, their heirs, executors, 
administrators, and assigns, in trust to sell or otherwise convert the 
same into money and invest the proceeds. Then followed complicated 
trusts which might subsist for a considerable time. Under these circum- 
stances the purchaser made (inter alia) the following requisitions : ‘‘ 4. The 
legal estate appears to be outstanding in the trustees of the abstracted 
indenture of settlement or their representatives, and the title to such 
must be deduced. 5. It appears that both the joint and several powers 
of appointment were only exerciseable in favour of children or more remote 
issue of the marriage, and it would follow that 8. W. Adams’ will was 
not a good exercise of such powers.”’ 

Wakrinoton, J. (after stating the facts): The trustees of the marriage 
settlement took the legal estate, and the subsequent estates were equitable. 
The question arises whetber the trustees of the will can make a good title. 
Two cases are directly in point: Kenworthy v. Bate (6 Ves. 793) and Re 
Redgate, Marsh v. Redgate (1903, 1 Ch. 356), The second case is supple- 
mentary to the first, and is practically on all fours with the present case. 
It makes no differeuce that in the present case there are elaborate trusts 
for the issue. ‘The marriage settlement gave the trustees power to sell, 
and it may be said that there is a conflict of powers. The answer to 
that is obtained by looking at the terms in which the power is limited by 
the settlement. ‘The trust ‘‘to pay’’ cannot be carried out except by 
means of a trust for sale, and the donee of the power of appointment hasa 
right to direct that the trustees of his own will shall exercise the power of 
sale. Ihe objection taken by the purchaser cannot be upheld. There is 
also the question as to deducing title to the outstanding legal estate. 
Under the contract it is the duty of the vendor to deduce title to the legal 
estate. In that respect the vendor's contention fails; but I must refuse 
the purchaser's application, with costs, the summons having substantially 
failed, although the vendor must deduce the title to the outstanding legal 
estate.—CounseL, Duka; Bathurst. So.icrrons, G. E Cockram, for 
Partridge § Cockram, Tiverion; Prideaux § Sons, for Andrews § Pode, 
Modbury. 

[Reported by F. Harpiner Daxsroy, Barrister-at-Law. | 


SAPIO ». HACKNEY. Warrington, J. 16th April. 


Moricace—Morrteace or Lire Poricy Svussecr tro Prior CHARGE IN 
Favour or Insurance Company— Covenant By Mortcacor To Do 
Norning Wueresy Pouicy Micut Become Vorpas_e or Vorp —Po icy 
Taken Ovex sy Company at SURRENDER VALUE—FORECLOSURB BY 
MortGaGeg, 

A policy subject to a charge in favour of the insurance company was mortgaged, 
the mortgagor covenanting to do and suffer nothing whereby the policy might become 
voidable or void. Under the terms of the mortyagor’s agreement with the company, 
the company took over the policy at its surrender value upon the mortgagor's 
default nm payment of interest to the company. Upon the mortgagee’s seeking to 
Soreciose on an alleged breach of the mortgagor's covenant, 

Held, that the mortgagee was not entitied to foreclose, inasmuch as the mortgagor 
had done nothing in breach of the covenant. 


Originating summons. This summons was issued on the application 
of the plaintiff tor an account of what was due to the plaintiff under an 
indenture of mortgage dated the 18th of June, 1904, and made between 
the defendants and the plaintiff, and for enforcement of the mortgage by 
forclosure or sale, in the following circumstances: By the said indenture 
of mortgage the defendants mortgaged to the plaintiff certain property, 
which included (inter alia) a policy of life insurance for the sum of £1,000 
with the New York Life Assurance Co., which policy was free of any 
premium and fully paid up, but was subject to a charge in favour of the 
said company for securing £420 and interest. ‘The mortgage to the 

laintiff was to secure £1,200 and interest, and this sum of £1,200 was to 
paid by four equal yearly instalments. The mortgage provided (inter 
alia) that in case default should be made in the performance or observance 
of any of the covenants on the part of the first defendant (other than the 
covenant for payment of the principal money and interest), then the whole 
of the principal money remaining unpaid should forthwith become pay- 
able on demand. By the said indenture of mortgage the first defendant 
covenanted as follows: ‘‘ That he will not do or suffer anything whereby 
the policy may become voidable or void, and that if the same ehall become 
voidable or void, he will immediately, at his own cost, do all things 
necessary for restoring or renewing the same.’’ ‘The charge upon the 
policy in favour of the insurance company was created by an agreement 
dated the 22nd of September, 1903, which contained, amongst other 
clauses, the following: ‘’ In the event of default by the borrower in pay- 
ment of any instalment of the said interest, or of any premium on the 
said policy for thirty days after they shall respectively become due, 
the said loan shall become immediately repayable, and in the event of 
default in repayment of the said lcan within seven days after the same 
shall have become due and payable, tue said policy shall be deemed to be and 
shall be in effect, at the option of the company, surrendered to the company 
at the customary cash surrender value then allowed by the company for 
the surrender of policies of the same class, the company in that case 
being liable to the borrower for the return of the balance only of the said 
cash surrender value after deducting the amount of the said loan and 
accrued interest and any expenses incurred by the company in connection 
therewith.’”” The borrower made default in payment of an instalment of 
interest for thirty days, and in the result the insurance company took over 
the policy at the surrender value as agreed. The company refused a 
subsequent tender of the sum due, but offered to the borrower the option 
of restoring the policy on submitting to a fresh medical examination, 
which offer was declined. In these circumstances the mor ee con- 


or void in breach of his covenant, and caused the present summons to be 
issued. 

Wannincron, J., after stating the facts, said that in his judgment the 
defendant could not be held to have done or suffered anything whereby 
the policy had become voidable or void. It was true that he had made 
default in payment of interest so as to entitle the company to take over 
the policy at its surrender value, but he did not consider that the 
defendant had done anything to make the policy voidable or void. The 
policy had been purchased by the company, but it had not become 
voidable or void, although it was true that no policy moneys were now 
payable to the assured. In consequence of this the principal money had 
not become due, and the plaintiff’s summons must therefore fail.— 
CounseL, Byrne; G. D. Pepys. Soxtcrrors, Sewell, Edwards, § Nevill; 
H. 8. M. Grover. 

[Reported by F. Harpincz Daxstow, Barrister-at Law.) 


Re NATHAN (DECEASED). HERRING v. SPYER. Warrington, J. 
16th April. 


Marrrep Woman—Wi1Ltt—Propate— Assent oF Huspanp. 


Under the present practice the assent of a husband to his wife's will (if 
necessary) is not implied by reason of his having obtained probate of such will in 
general form. 

Originating summons. The substantial question arising upon this 
summons was one of fact—namely, whether the will of Mrs. Agnes Rebecca 
Gwynne, who died in 1906, was made with the assent of her husband, her 
marriage having taken place in 1878, before the Married Women's Property 
Act, 1882. 

WanxarincrTon, J., having held that there was no evidence to shew that 
the husband had given his assent to the making of the will, and conse- 
quently that no such assent had been given, said that originally the 
practice in probate was that there were two grants, one in respect of 

roperty of which a married woman could dispose without the assent of 
ier husband and one in respect of property of which she could not so 
dispose. Since the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, there had been 
an alteration in the practice ; now probate was granted generally without 
question as toa wife’s powers of disposal. Re Atkinson (1899, 2 Ch. 1) 
decided that a husband who obtained probate of his wife’s will in g-neral 
form was not deemed to have assented to the will as a disposition of 
property which she has no right to dispose of by will without his 
assent. In considering the question of costs, Warrington, J., said that 
the practice of putting into affidavits matter which was not strictly 
evidence was becoming far too frequent.—Counsr1, Sheldon ; Cozens- Hardy ; 
Hon. Frank Russell. ‘Soxtcrrors, Geo. D. Perks; E. Flux, Leadbitter, § 
Neighbour ; Spyer § Sons. 

{Reported by F. Harpixez Datsron, Barrister-at-Law. | 


CHAPMAN v. SMITH. Parker, J. 15th, 18th, and 27th March. 


LANDLORD AND TeNaANt—Dewmise By Mortcaces ‘‘ as Acent’’—Constrvc- 
TION—Ricut or ASSIGNEE TO ENrorcE CovENANTS—COVENANTS RUNNING 
WITH THE REVERSION. 


A mortgagee of a farm under a mortgage made in 1873 collected rent from the 
tenant as agent for the mortgagor. By an agreement dated in 1903 the mortgagee 
purported to demise the farm ‘‘ as agent.’? Subsequently the farm was sold by the 
mortgagor and conveyed to a purchaser. 

Held, that the purchaser was entitled to enforce as against the tenant the 
covenants contained in the agreement. 


Motion. John and Reuben Burnatt were tenants in common of a farm, 
which had since 1873 been subject to a legal mortgage to Thomas Robinson 
for £1,000. In March, 1901, they let the farm to the defendant as tenant from 
year to year, but without any written agreement. Thomas Robinson, in 
whom the mortgage ultimately became vested, collected the rent of the farm 
as agent for the mortgagors, but never assumed the position of mortgagee 
in possession. On the 24th of March, 1903, acting as agent for the mort- 
gagors, Robinson gave the defendant notice to determine his tenancy, and 
on the 9th of October, 1903, he and the defendant executed an agreement 
of tenancy under seal. This agreement was expressed to be made between 
Thomas Robinson, of Leek, ‘‘as agent,”’ thereinafter called the landlord, 
of the one part, and the defendant, thereinafter called the tenant, of the 
other part. ‘The agreement was for a yearly tenancy, commencing on the 
25th of March, 1903. After notice to quit, the arable land was to be 
given up on the 24th of December, and the meadow land on the 
22nd of December preceding the end of the tenancy. The ninth 
clause provided: ‘That the tenant shall consume on the premises 
all hay and fodder, and shall spread on such part of the grass land as 
shall most require it all manure and compost which may be produced or 
arise on the farm, and shall not sell off any hay or fodder, and shall at the 
end of the tenancy leave without compensation all manure and compost, 
but the landlord shall pay for hay and fodder remaining at the end of the 
tenancy at the market value, less £1 per ton for marketing, except that he 
shall not be bound to take more than one-third part of the preceding 
harvest.”” In 1906 Thomas Robinson sold the farm, which was conveyed 
to the plaintiff by indenture dated the 29th of September, 1906. Subse- 
quently the defendant sold hay and fodder from off the farm and removed 
some of the manure produced thereon, whereupon the plaintiff instituted 
an action, claiming an injunction to restrain the defendant from selling 
off any hay or fodder, the produce of the farm, and from removing from 
the said farm any manure or compost produced thereon. 
Parker, J., in giving a considered judgment, after stating the facts 

said : The first question which arises is, who upon the true construction 
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expression ‘‘ I. Robinson, of Leek, as agent, hereinafter called the land- 
jord,’’ there could be no doubt that Thomas Robinson was the landlord, 
and that the plaintiff, to whom the farm has been sold and conveyed by 
indenture dated the 29th of September, 1906, could enforce the covenants 
contained in the agreement, so far as the benefit of them runs with the 
reversion. But itis said that the introduction of the words ‘‘ as agent”’ 
shews that T. Robinson was acting only as agent for the mortgagors, who 
are, consequently, the real landlords, and that the agreement, therefore, 
does not operate as a legal demiece at all, but creates an estate by estoppel 
between the tenant and the mortgagors only, and that the plaintiff 
deriving title from the mort, has not as against the tenant any 
privity of estate or contract by virtue of which he can enforce the cove- 
nants contained in the agreement. I think that the question who was the 
landlord is a question of construction, in deciding which I may look at the 
surrounding circumstances, but cannot admit any direct evidence of inten- 
tion. Thomas Robinson, as mortgagee under the m dated in 
1873, was the only person who could create a legal demise; the mort- 
gagors could at most create a demise by estoppel. On the other hand, 
a mere consent by the mortgagors might be sufficient to preclude them 
from asserting, upon redemption, any equity to avoid a tenancy 
by the mortgagee. The actual person referred to as landlord in the 
agreement is, I think, undoubtedly Thomas Robinson, but it is urged that 
a demise by him as agent shews that the instrument of demise was not 
intended to affect his own estate. If, however, I can read these words as 
meaning on behalf of all parties interested—that is, Robinson himself and 
his mortgagors—we get a demise which would not only be good at law, 
but, on the hypothesis that the demise was made with the consent of the 
mortgagors, would bind the mortgagors after redemption ; and it is, in my 
opinion, not unlikely that the words ‘‘as agent’’ were introduced with 
some such object. It is true that the Burnatts never gave Robinson any 
ower under seal, and therefore he may have had no power to seal any 
Teoument on their behalf, but I do not think a consent under seal is 
necessary to preclude a mortgagor from electing upon redemption to 
avoid a legal demise created by his mortgagee. He may so preclude 
himself in other ways, and it is part of the defendant's case that the 
Burnatts assented to what had been done and accepted rent under the 
agreement. But whatever meaning the parties attached to the words 
‘“as agent,’’ I do not think that in a demise under seal they are 
sufficient to prevent the demise operating on the legal estate vested 
in the Jessor Robinson. If Robinson or the plaintiff or his assignee were 
now contending that as against them the agreement was inoperative, could 
they successfully maintain that according to the true construction of the 
agreement the demise was not the demise of Robinson? I think not, and 
I am of opinion that the defendant’s contention to that effect similarly 
fails. My attention was called to a great many authorities bearing on the 
question whether a person expressed to contract as agent either for a 
named or an unnamed principal can himself be personally liable on the 
contract. Having come to the conclusion that this question is in each 
case a question of construction, having regard to the surrounding circum- 
stances, I need not consider these authorities in detail. I may refer, how- 
ever, to the case of Zanner v. Christian (4 E. & B. 591), which in some 
respects is analogous to the present case. If the ment operates as a 
demise of the farm by Robinson to the defendant, it follows that the 
plaintiff as assignee of the reversion can enforce any covenants contained 
therein, the benefit of which runs with the reversion. In my opinion, the 
benefit of the covenants in question does run with the reversion. The 
covenants concern the use of the demised premises in a manner which the 
lessor chooses to assume will be beneficial to him: see Rigby, L.J., in 
White v. Southend Hotel Oo, (1897, 1 Ch., at p. 774). They therefore touch 
and concern the land: see Cotton and Lopes, L.JJ., in Clegg v. Hands (44 
Ch. D., at p. 512). This being so, the plaintiff succeeds on the grounds I 
have mentioned and it becomes unnecessary for me to express any opinion 
upon whether he could have succeeded having regard to the evidence, if I 
had held that the agreement must be looked upon simply as an 
agreement between the —— and the tenant which the 
mortgagee and his assigns could have repudiated altogether. The 
result is that, the parties being agreed to treat the motion as the trial, 
there must be an injunction as asked, the plaintiff's undertaking to 
purchase all the hay and fodder being incorporated in the order, and the 
defendant must pay the costs of the action.—Counset, Whi ; Stokes. 
Soricrrors, Swann, Bradley, ¢ Co., for Challinors ¢ Shaw, Leek, Staffs; 
Chester § Co. 
[Reported by Lronarp T. Forp, Barrister-at-Law, | 
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High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
LEICESTER & CO. ». CHERRYMAN. Div. Court, 12th April. 
PawNBROKER—SroLEN Goops—Conviction or FravpuLent Barer Berore 
Justices — Appiication sy Ponce to Justices ror A RestTirut10N 


Ornper—Action Acarnst PAWNBROKER BY OwNER—Estorret—Pawn- 
BROKERS Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vicr. c. 93), s. 30. 


An agent of the plaintiffs’ firm pawned goods entrusted to him with the defendant 
and other pawnbrokers. After he was convicted the police obtained an order for 
the restitution to the plaintiffs of the goods pawned. The plaintiffs did not ask 
the police to make the application, nor did they oppose it. Subsequently the plain- 
tiffs sued the defendant in the county court for wrongful detention of the goods, 
and obtained judgment. 


Supa by defendant from the decision of the deputy judge sitting at 
ew oe County Court. The plaintiffs, who were —— of 
cheap jewellery, entrusted goods to an agent to dispose e ordinary 
way. The agent’s dealings were chiely with workmen and domestic 
servants, who paid for the goods by ts. He — these goods 
with various pawnbrokers, amongst them being the defendant, Subse- 
quently the agent was prosecuted at Brentford, and convicted on a charge 
of larceny as a bailee. After the conviction an was made to 
the same justices, by one of the police engaged in the case, for an order 
for the restitution of the is to the plaintiffs. This was opposed on 
behalf of the defendant and other pawnbrokers, but the justices made an 
order under section 30 of the Pawnbrokers Act, 1872, directing that the 
goods should be restored on payment of the amounts which been 
advanced. The plaintiffs themselves did not ask for the order, nor did 
they oppose it, and after it had been granted they began an action in 
detinue in the omy as claiming the return of the goods. It was 
argued that, an order already been made by a court of competent 
jurisdiction for the return of the , the plaintiffs could not take these 
ong in another court. 30 (2) of the Pawnbrokers Act, 
872, provides that, where a person is convicted of feloniously taking or 
fraudulently obtaining which he pawned, “the court, on proof of 
the ownership of the goods and chattels may, if it thinks fit, order the 
delivery thereof to the owner, either on payment to the pawnbroker of the 
amount of the loan, or of any part thereof, or without payment thereof, 
or of any part thereof, as to the court . . . seems just and fi Nag 
The county court judge held the plaintiffs were entitled to recover. ‘The 
defendant appealed. Without hearing counsel for the plaintiffs, 

Riviey, J., gave judgment dismissing the appeal. The Acts which 
dealt with this question did not extend or alter the civil rights of the 
parties as they existed. The Legislature intended to give the owner of 
property a summary remedy after conviction by ord&ring the restitution 
of the property stolen and pawned, The obvious reason was to save 
the prosecutor the expense of ging civil proceedings, but such an order 
must not interfere with the rights of other persons. In the Act of 1872 
this provision was to be found in section 30. It was not found in section 
100 of the Larceny Act, 1860, bly because the Act dealt with general 
questions of stolen property, but in practice the courts of assize, and he 
believed courts of quarter sessions, had adopted the practice of making an 
order for restitution where the pawnbroker was enti baplenteeess yong 
on payment to the pawnbroker of the sum advanced or a sum, 
He did not think there could be any estoppel, because the Legislature 
intended to leave, in his opinion, the two remedies side by side. Here 
the application for the order was not made by the owner, but by the police, 
and he failed to see how the doctrine of — could arise. 

Bray, J., concurred.—Counssi, J. R. Atkin, K.C., and Attenborough ; 
George Eliott. Soxtcrrors, Attenborough § Son ; Edwin EB. Clark. 


[Reported by Exsxixz Resp, Barrister-at-Law.) 


SARGEANT v, BUTTERWORTH AND OTHERS. Div. Court. 
16th April. 


Frrenpty Socrery—Memspers Tro sz Memsers or A Panrticutan Inerrrv- 
TIon—Memperk Expe.tep From THat Instirvrion—Ricut or Frienpiy 
Socrery tro Require His Resignation—Faiznpty Societizs Aor, 1896, 
8. 9. 


A friendly society was founded, the members of which were exclusively to be 
drawn from members of a certain institution. The plaintiff, a member of both, 
was expelled from the institution, and his name was thereupon struck off the list 
of members of the friendly society. In an action to be reinstated a member, 

Held, on appeal, that, it being @ precedent condition to membership that 
member should also be a member of the institution, the action had rightly been dis- 
missed. 

A by the plaintiff Sargeant from a decision of the county court 
voit eittieny at Blackburn in an action in which the plaintiff claimed to 
be entitled to be reinstated a member of the defendant society, which was 
registered as ‘‘The Cranmer Loyal Friendly Society ’’ under the 
Friendly Societies Acts. By rule 1 of the society it was ——— inter 
alia, that its objects should be to afford relief to the mem . 

in 


sickness, death, or distress, and should be exclusi composed 
members of the Orange Institution of Bagiand The plaintiff 
uence of voted for Mr. Snowden, Independent Labour 
candidate for Blackburn at the election in 1906, was expelled from 
into the question whether the plaintiff had broken his vows or pledges 
taken by him on becoming a member of the Loyal Cnags Se ae 
Haginen, come 90 Soe ene eee Se 1 “shall be 
exclusively composed mem Loyal Institution 
of d’’ were not descriptive Ramm y 
tion of the defendant society. He therefore gave judgment for the 
defendants. The plaintiff appealed. On his behalf it 
by section 9 of ee en ah 
company must con’ respect 0’ 
tioned in the first ule to the Act, and 
was provided that the matters to be dealt > Wy Oe ee 


whole of the objects for which the society 
the terms of of members, the conditions under which 





Held, dismissing the defendant's appeal, that the order of the justices did not 
sstop the plaintiffs from taking ings in the county court, 
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Tue Covrtr (Rintey and Bray, JJ.) held that it was a condition 
precedent to a person being or continuing to be a member of the 
defendant society that he should be a niember of the Loyal Orange 
Institution of England. The plaintiff had ceased to be a member of that 
institution. The appeal would be dismissed.—Covunse., Langdon, K.C., 
and Brocklehurst ; J. Eldon Bankes, K.C., and Bailhache. - Soxicrrons, H. A. 
Sims, for R. W. Robinson, Blackburn ; Rawles Johnston § Co. 


[Reported by Exsxrxz Rei, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Ex parte THE OFFICIAL RECEIVER. 
22nd April. 


Re SUMMERS, Bigham, J. 


Banxevrtcy—Discnarce —Orpver Grantinc Discrarce Sunsect ro BANK- 
rurt’s Consent to JupGmMeNt—Powenr or Court to Revoxe Orprr— 
Bankevurrcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 104—Bankrurtcy 
Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c, 71), s. 8, sUB-secTIoNn 2 (1v.)—BankRurtTcy 
Ruves, 1886-1890, rr. 240, 244, 244a, 244n. 


Where the court has mde an order granting a bankrupt his discharge subject to 
the conditions of conser ita7 to a judgment for the balance of the debts provable in 
the bankruptcy, and payment of such balance out of the bankrupt's future earnings 
or after-acquired property, the court has power to revoke such order subsequently 
if good cause for revocation be shewn, such as the failure to keep up the pry- 
ment of instalments of the judgment debt as ordered by the court. 


Reference to the judge (Bigham, J.) from Mr. Registrar Linklater asking 
for a decision on the point whether the court has power to revoke an order 
of discharge. On the 8th of August, 1905, the court made an order 
granting the bankrupt his discharge upon condition of his consenting to 
judgment being entered against him for the balance of the debts provable 
in his bankruptcy, which amounted to £7,709. It was further ordered 
that the said sum should be paid at the rate of £50 a year by instalments 
of £4 3s. 4d. per month, the first instalment to be paid upon the Ist of 
September, 1:05. The bankrupt paid nothing till the 12th of February, 
1906, when he paid £8 6s, 8d. On the 17th of February the official 
receiver filed a report shewing that £16 13s. 4d, was then due, and on the 
Ist of March he filed a notice of motion for the revocation of the discharge. 
The motion came on for hearing on the 12th of March, when the bank- 
rupt paid up the arrears, amounting to £20 6s, 8d., and no order. was 
made. The bankrupt then again fell into arrears, and on the 25th 
of June the court directed the official receiver to give notice to 
the bankrupt that unless the arrears were paid within fourteen days 
another application would be made to revoke his discharge. The official 
receiver gave such notice on the 30th of June and received no answer, so 
he filed a second report on the 27th of July and a second notice of motion 
on the 31st of July. On the 2nd of August the court ordered the bankrupt 
to pay the arrears within fourteen days. On the 16th of August the 
bankrupt gave a post-dated cheque for the arrears, which was dishonoured 
on presentation on the 25th of August. On the 11th of October the 
bankrupt wrote to ask how much was due from him, and was informed 
that the amount was £29 3s. 4d., which he promised to pay by the end of 
November. 
the revocation of the discharge, but the registrar being in some doubt as 
to whether he had the power to revoke an order of discharge, referred 
the point to the judge for his decision. Counsel for the official 
receiver contended that the court had power to revoke the order 
under section 104 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883: ‘‘ Every court having 
jurisdiction in bankruptcy under this Act may review, rescind, 
or vary any order made by it under its bankruptcy jurisdiction.’ 
The courts have been in favour of a wide interpretation of this section and 
of section 71 of the Act of 1869, which was in the same terms: Ex parte 
Keighley, Re Wike (22 W. R. 630, L. R. 9 Ch. 667) ; Re Todias (39 W. R. 399; 
1891, 1 Q. B. 463). [Bicnam, J., referred to rule 2444, which expressly 
gives the court power to rescind a discharge under certain circumstances. ] 
Counsel for the bankrupt contended tbat the only condition the bankrupt 
had to fulfil as the term of getting his discharge was to consent to the 
entry of judgment against him. He had given that consent, and his 
discharge could not now be revoked. 

Biouam, J.—The question which I have to determine is whether the 
court has jurisdiction in any circumstances to revoke an order of discharge 
— under section 8, sub-section 2 (iv.), of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890. 

am of opinion that this order clearly was ‘‘an order made by the court 
in the exercise of its bankruptcy jurisdiction ’’ within section 104 of the Act 
of 1883, and therefore the court has power “‘ to review, rescind, or vary”’ it. 
A further question arises as to under what circumstances it can be reviewed, 
rescinded, or varied, and it has been argued that the bankrupt fulfilled all the 
conditions imposed upon him by consenting to judgment, and that therefore 
his discharge cannot be revoked. I do not agree with that contention, the 
condition imposed upon the bankrupt was a greater one than consenting 
to judgment ; it was a consent to a judgment to be paid out of his future 
earnings and after-acquired property under such conditions as the court 
might direct. It was not a mere consent to a judgment, but a consent to 
a judgment and to the performance of that judgment as well. If the 


ro) , 
52), s. 


registrar should be satisfied upon inquiry that the bankrupt has been in 
receipt of earnings and has failed to pay the instalments as directed by the 
court, then I think he would be entitled to hold that the conditions of the 
discharge have not been maintained and to revoke the order of discharge. 
—CovunseL, Hanvell ; 
Roberts § Wrightson. 

; i Reported by P. M. Francxe, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


T. Davis. Soxicrrors, Solicitor to Board of Trade ; 








Upon his failure to pay, the official receiver again moved for | 





Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
B. v. B. 20th April. 
MatkrmontaL Surr—Marrrep Women’s Prorerry Act, 1882 (45 & 46 
Vicr. c. 75), s. 17—Summons—Practice. 
The court has power to supplement evidence by affidavit by oral evidence, notwith- 


standing an agreement of the parties before the registrar to dispense with oral 
evidence, and although the report of the registrar is not being appealed against. 


Summons in chambers. An inquiry had been ordered by judge to take 
place before the registrar as to certain jewels claimed by a wife to be 
heirlooms and alleged to have been given to ber by her husband before 
and after marriage. When before the registrar, the parties by counsel 
agreed that the matter should be disposed of by affidavit only, and that 
all oral evidence should be dispensed with. The registrar having found 
all the jewels to be heirlooms and property of the husband, the wife 
applied that she should be permitted to cross-examine the defendants on 
their affidavits, but there was no application to vary or reverse the regis- 
trar’s report. On behalf of the husband it was contended that the appli- 
cation should be refused, the parties being bound by the agreement made 
before the registrar, but 

Bucxni11, J., granted the application and slightly varied the registrar's 
finding as to the property in the jewels.—CounseL, Bankes, K.C., and 
Willock ; Duke, K.C., and Bayford. Soxscrrors, Saxton § Morgan ; Foyer § 
Co. 

[Reported by Dicsy Corzs-Preepy, Barrister-at-Law. | 


8. (OTHERWISE G.) v. 8. 16th and 17th April. 


Divorce —Nvturry Svrr — Cross-EXAMINATION — ADMISSIBILITY 
EvIpENceE. 

The petitioner in a suit for nullity cannot be cross-examined as to her alleged 
improper intimacy with the co-respondent in a cross-suit for divorce brought by 
the husband, neither can evidence be admitted to establish the facts relied on in the 
cross-suit, [But compare M. (otherwise D.) v. D. (10 P. D. 175).] 


A wife’s suit for nullity on the ground of her husband’s alleged 
impotence. The parties had been married in 1902, and lived together till 
the latter part of 1905. The petitioner alleged that the marriage had 
never been consummated, though the medical examinees had reported 
that both parties were normal. Upon the record of the court there was 
a cross-petition for divorce on the ground of the wife’s adultery, and 
respondent’s counsel asked leave to cross-examine the petitioner as to her 
alleged improper intimacy with the co-respondent in the cross-suit, and 
submitted that section 3 of the Evidence (Further Amendment) Act, 1869 
(32 & 33 Vict. c. 68), did not apply to a suit of nullity which could not be 
a ‘‘suit instituted in consequence of adultery.’’ Counsel cited MV. (other- 
wise D.) v. D. (10 P. D. 175) and Evans v. Evans and Blyth (1904, P. 378). 
Leave was objected to, and reference was made to section 43 of the Matri- 
monial Causes Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vict. c. 85), under which a petitioner 
could not be compelled to answer any such questions. 

Barorave Deane, J., refused to allow the cross-examination. 

At a later stage in the hearing evidence was tendered in order to 
establish the facts which were relied on in the cross-suit for divorce, 
respondent’s counsel submitting that it was admissible (1) to shew want of 
sincerity on part of the petitioner, who it was alleged only filed the suit for 
nullity on hearing that the respondent was about to institute a suit for 
divorce against her, and (2) to rebut the presumption set up by the 
petitioner’s condition, that it was entirely due to the respondent’s 
incapacity. During the argument G. v. M. (otherwise G.) (10 A. C. 171), 
G. v. G. (2 P. & D. 287), B. (otherwise H.) v. B. (1901, P. 39), H. v. P. 
(otherwise H.) (3 P. & D. 126), and A. v. A. (otherwise B.) (19 L. R. Ir, 403 
and 413) were cited and referred to. 

Barcrave Deane, J., rejected the evidence tendered and said that no 
issues such as insincerity, incontinence, or malformation had been 
pleaded by the respondent in his answer, and therefore they could not be 
gone into; and it was too late for leave to be granted to amend the 
pleadings. Subsequently 

Barcrave Drang, J., held that the petitioner had established her case 
and pronounced a decree nisi of nullity with costs.—CounsgeL, Shearman, 
K.C., and J. H. Murphy; Duke, K.C., Barnard, K.C., and Bayford. 
Souicrrors, Lewis §& Lewis ; Harrison § Powell. 


[Reported by Dicsy Corzs-Paeszpy, Barrister-at-Law. | 


OF 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Solicitors Ordered to be Struck Off the Rolls. 


April 22.—Wittram Cuariron. 

April oe Cuantes Hanotp Osnorne, 102, Broadway, Bexley 
Heath. 

April 22.—Wittiam Georce Ricuarpson, Leadenhall-chambers, St. Mary 
Axe, London, E.C. 

April 22.—Joszrn Jonn Warts, Chertsey. 

April 22.—Percivat Aaron ALuert Weston. 








The Master of the Rolls was on Saturday appointed chairman of the 


. Norfolk Quarter Sessions, in place of Lord Lindley, resigned. 
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Societies. 


United Law Society. 


April 22.—Mr. F, W. Weigall in the chair.—The debate for the evening 
was ‘‘ That the — of plays as at present administered is obsolete, 
and should be abolished.’?’ Mr. St. John Hankin moved the above 
resolution, which was opposed by Mr. A. H. Richardson, and, after a 
long and interesting discussion, the reso)ution was carried, 











Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 


HONOURS EXAMINATION.—Mancn, 1907. 
At the Examination for Honours of Candidates for Admission on the Roll 
of Solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee recom- 
mended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction : 


Friest Crass. 


(In the opinion of the Committee the standard attained by the candidates 
does not justify the issue of any First Class list.) 


Seconp Cxass. 
{tm alphabetical order. ] 

Thomas Wright Carson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Hubert 
Wright, of the firm of Messrs. Wright & Wright, of Keighley. 

William Helm Hadfield, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edward 
Helm, of the firm of Messrs. Russell, Coppock & Helm, of Stockport. 

John Ismay, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Kennedy Arm- 
strong, of the firm of Messrs. Geo. Armstrong & Sons, of Newcasile-on- 
Tyne. 

John Douglas Hamilton Osborn, who served his clerkship with Mr. B. 
Shirley Smith, of the firm of Messrs. Shirley Smith & Malins, of Birming- 
ham; and Messrs. Sharpe, Parker, & Co., of London. 

Thomas Walter Ewart Phillips, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Charles Dauncey, of the firm of Messrs. C. Dauncey & Son, of Tredegar. 

Walter Robert Strickland, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with 
the late Mr. Edward Garthwaite Farish and the Hon. Walter Bernard 
Louis Barrington, both of the firm of Messrs. Norton, Rose, Barrington & 
Co., of London. 

Granville Tyser, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his clerkship with the late 
Mr. Robert Blyth Dods and Mr. Charles Frederick Booth, both of the firm 
of Messrs, Collyer-Bristow, Curtis, Booth, Birks, & Langley, of London, 


Tarrp Crass, 
{In alphabetical order. ] 


Robert Warner Beswick, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Warner, 
of Hanley. 

Guy Durnford, who served his clerkship with Mr, J. H. Moggridge, Mr. 
Chalton Hubbard, and Mr. W. Durnford, all of London. 

Arthur Mansell Grierson, who served bis clerkship with Mr. Edward 
Victor Crooks, of the firm of Messrs. Alsop, Stevens, Crooks, & 
Armstrong, of Liverpool. 

Claude William Marshall, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Marshall, of Ipswich. 

. - Council of the Law Society have awarded the following prize of 

OOKS : 

To Mr. Tyser—the John Mackrell—value about £12 ; 
and have given class certificates. 

Fifty-nine candidates gave notice for the examination. 

. By order of the Council, 
E. W. Wittamson, Secretary. 

Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, 

London, April 19. 





Calls to the Bar. 
The following gentlemen were called to the bar on Wednesday : 


Lrncotn’s-tnn.—G. A. A. Mathews, Magdalen Ooll., Oxford, B.A.; 
A. A. Mango, Trin. Coll., Camb., B.A., LL.B.; J. C. Buchanan, London 
Univ. ; B. Bradshaw, Univ. Coll., Oxford; David White; H. C. Swan; 
W. V. Sherlock, Jesus Ooll., Oxford, B.A.; Shujaooddeen Esmailjee 
Kurwa ; Shaikh Abdul Qadir; Bashir Ahmad; G. V. Godfrey; and E. O. 
Doust-Smith. 

Inner Texete.—H. Burn-Murdoch, B.A. Camb. and LL.B. Edin., 
certificate of honour, Hilary Term, 1907; W. C. Sandford, BA. Camb., 
certificate of honour, Trinity Term, 1906; A. E. Woodgate, certificate of 
honour, Easter Term, 1907; J. G. Gordon, M.A. Camb. ; W. H. C. Sharp, 
B.A. Camb.; W. B. Martin, B.A., LL.B. Camb.; R. M. D. Reid, 
BA. Camb. ; E. T. Chamberlayne, B.A. Oxford; W. A. Evans, M.A. 
Oxford; ©. B. Flood, B.A. Camb ; G. Dodson, B.A., LL.B. Camb. ; 
F. O. Langley, B.A., LL.B. Camb. ; E, A. S. Wagner ; C. G. B. Francis, 
and W. G. Dobson. 

Mippie Tempte.—A. C. Caporn, B.A., LL.B., certificate of honour, 
Easter Term, 1907; Vinayak Govind Bapat, B.A., certificate of honour, 
Easter Term, 1907; C. J. A. Hoskins; E. C. Willoughby, B.A., Magdalen 
Coll., Oxford; W. L. Samson, B.A., Oxford; K. i. Se omy B.A., 
King’s Coll., Camb. ; Giles Oats, B.A., LL.B. ; Alma Roper; Parmeshwar 





Lall, M.A., Calcutta; E. I. J. Hyam; W. C. Easton, Commander R.N. ; 
8. I. J. Hyam, B.A., Calcutta; Mohamad Zachariah Gouher Ali; W. 
Beardmore, B.A., LL.B., Royal Univ., Ireland ; Morounfolu Abayomi ; 
Mohamad Kaleemur Rahman; M. N. B. Wilson; Manilal Maganlal 
Doctor, M.A., LL.B., Bombay. 

Gray’s-1nn.—G. W. H. Jones, certificate of honour, Easter, 1907; 
W. H. Mills; J. D. Young; A. W. Priestley, M.A., Manchester, B.O.L., 
Exeter Coll., Oxford, of Schools for the East Riding of York- 
shire; R. Reader Harris; G. 8. OC. Rentoul, Ch. Ch., Oxford; A. H. L. 
Leach ; Mlan Muhammad Din ; and D. V. y: 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Denatinc Socrery.—April 16,—Chairman, Mr. R. P. 
Croom Johnson.—The subject for debate was : ‘‘ That co-operation between 
the colonies and the United Kingdom for the defence of the Empire 
should be one of the main questions for consideration at the Colonial 
Conference.’”” Mr. Howard D’Egville opened in the affirmative; Mr, 
C. J. C. Davenport opened in the negative. The following members also 
spoke: Messrs. Marston, William Mellor, Whitehead, Pleadwell, Cornock, 
Isherwood, Birch. The motion was carried by eight votes. 








Obituary. 


Mr. J. E. W. Addison, K.C. 


Mr, John Edmund Wentworth Addison, K.0., who was for many years 
judge of the Southwark County Court, died on Saturday last. He was 
educated at Trinity College, Dublin, and was called to the bar in 1862 and 
joined the Northern Circuit, where he had a large practice. He became 
Recorder of Preston in 1874, and in 1885 entered the House of Commons 
as member for Ashton-under-Lyne, and sat for that borough in the two 
succeeding Parliaments. In 1895 he was appointed judge of the — 
courts of Norfolk end Cambridgeshire, and two years later was transfe' 
to the Southwark County Court. He resigned his office last year, 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Joun Exvon Banxes, K.C., has been appointed one of the 
Representatives of the Society of the Inner. Temple on the Incorporated 
Council of Law Reporting for England aud Wales, in the place of Mr. 
Justice Pickford. 

Mr. Joun Epwarp Power Wa us, barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
a Puisne Judge of the High Court of Judicature at Madras, in the place of 
Sir James Acworth Davis. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Mr. Henry Tempce Pears having retired from practice as from the 
25th of March, 1907, the business of Messrs. Pears, Ellis, & Co., solicitors, 
will be carried on by the remaining partners, Mr. Montague Ellis, Mr. 
Hugh Vaughan Pears, and Mr. Colvin Brandreth, as heretofore, under the 
firm name of Ellis, Pears, & Co., at the same address, No. 17, Albemarle- 
street, London, W. 





General. 


We understand that a new and enlarged edition of Wills’ Theory and 
Practice of the Law of Evidence is in the press, and will shortly be pub- 
lished by Messrs. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


On Tuesday, in the House of Lords, the Rule Committee Bill (for adding 
another solicitor to the Rule Committee) was read a second time, and the 
Judicature Bill was read a third time and passed. 


The body of Mr. J. W. Clay, eolicitor, was found on the Midland 
Railway at Sileby, near Leicester. He was travelling from Leeds to 
London on legal Cacinens ob the House of Lords. The carriage door was 
found open at Leicester. The express was travelling at full speed at the 
point where the body was found. 


The pee, yan meeting of the Bankru Law Amendment Com- 
mittee was S seekeen) eoetiing, ti wegen ir, Ee 
Mackenzie ) . was given . James 
Clarkson wd Mr. Duncan G. Law, J.P., representing the Bredford and 
Halifax Chambers of Commerce respectively, who stated the views of those 
chambers upon the questions as to which the committee are required to 
report. 

On the 11th inst. a dinner was given at the Gaiety Restaurant to Mr. 
Justice Parker by old Etonians, to celebrate his elevation to the bench. 


The chair was Sir Albert uet, the Common Serjeant, and 
te pd the Bishop of Winchester and Lord Justice 
e 
Bishop 
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Called on for his defence at the Middlesex Sessions, a prisoner, says the 
Globe, said that, as Providence was his witness, he was innocent. ‘‘ No, 
no, don’t talk like that,’’ remarked Sir Ralph Littler, ‘‘ call somebody 
who can come here.”” The last time this judicial joke was uttered it was 
done by a learned judge now deceased. ‘‘ Very well,’’ it ran in his case, 
** if you’ve subpcenaed him, call him.’’ 


Bigham and Phillimore, JJ., have fixed the following commission day 
for the summer assizes on the South-Eastern Circuit : Huntingdon, Friday, 
May 24; Cambridge, Monday, May 27; Bury St. Edmunds, Thursday, 
May 30; Norwich, Wednesday, June 5; Chelmsford, Tuesday, June 11 ; 
Hertford, Saturday, June 22; Lewes, Wednesday, June 26; Maidstone, 
Saturday, July 6; Guildford, Monday, July 15. 

The Lord Chancellor presided at a council of all the judges of the 
Supreme Court, held on the 19th inst. in the Common Room at the Royal 
Courts of Justice. It is understood that their lordships had under their 
consideration the circuit arrangements rendered necessary by the recent 
Order in Council, whereby the Long Vacation will in future begin on the 
1st instead of the 13th of August, and the summer assizes will consequently 
open about two weeks earlier than hitherto. 


The will of Sir Frederick Wigan, says the Evening Ssandard, left nearly 
all his property to the family, the ultimate residue being left to his eldest 
son, Sir F. William Wigan. Owing to the fact that this eldest son died 
only five weeks later, the bulk of the testator’s property becomes liable to 
death. dnties twice within five weeks. The testator’s fortune, exclusive 
of settled funds, will pay in duties nearly £45,000, and that portion to 
= eldest son succeeds will again pay between £20,000 and £25,000 
in duties. 


In the Probate, &c., Division, on Tuesday, when a case was called on 

for f in solemn form of a will, the parties were not for the moment 

ly, and application was made for the case to be taken later in the day. 

Mr. Justice Bargrave Deane said the case must be adjourned until next 

Parties should know and learn that they must be ready when 

their cases were called on, and it was disrespectful to the court for them 
not to be in attendance with their necessary counsel and witnesses. 


Writing about the present Lord Farrer, the Evening Standard says that 
his father was the famous Permanent Secretary to the Board of Trade, on 
whom Mr. Gladstone conferred a barony in 1893, and his grandfather was 
Mr. Thomas Farrer, a member of the well-known*firm of family solicitors 
in Lincoln’s-inn-fields. This Mr. Thomas Farrer had three sons and three 
daughters, the youngest of the latter dying unmarried. The eldest 
daughter married Sir Stafford Northcote, who was created Earl of Iddes- 
leigh; the second daughter married Mr. Arthur Hobhouse, who was 
created Lord Hobhouse ; the eldest son was created Lord Farrer; and the 
second son is Sir William Farrer. It is seldom that so many honours fall 
to a single generation of one family. 


The Lord Chancellor, says the Evening Standard, has a desperately hard 
life of it. Conditions have not changed since Herschell’s day, and he left 
us @ moving picture of his life upon the Woolsack. Morning, noon, and 
night he toiled. Secretaries, and very often deputations, waited upon him 
while he ate his lunch, and secretaries were still discussing business with 
him as he dressed for the House of Lords. There were sheaves of letters 
to deal with—from lunatics swearing that they were not lunatics, from 
this body complaining that wrong had been done at a county court, from 
the other impeaching a coroner or a bench of magistrates. Each required 
investigation. These and a thousand other matters made up a day which 
embraced ten, twelve, thirteen working hours. ‘‘ There is not a day,’’ he 
said, ‘*‘ at all events, not three days, literally in the whole year, in which I 
am not hard at work. During the whole of this year I have had no 
holiday at all.’’ 


On Tuesday last Thomas Montagu Richards, solicitor, was indicted at 
the Central Criminal Court for that he, having been entrusted by Frederick 
James Rudman with a cheque for £600 for a certain purpose, fraudulently 
converted £150, — of the proceeds, to his own use and benefit. The 
defendant was also charged with that he, being an executor and trustee 
under the will of Catherine Warrener, deceased, of certain property— 
namely, a cheque for £175 and the sum of £514 3s., and cheques for 
£870 10s., £399 18s. 9d., and £476 7s.—fraudulently converted that 
property and part of the proceeds of the cheque for £476 7s.—viz., 
£245 10s. 3d.—to his own use and benefit; and he was also charged with 
converting to his own use and benefit two certificates of $1,000 (£200) 
each of the New York Central and Hudson River Railroad Co., and 
@ cheque tor £1,697 16s. 5d., and for other amounts with which he had 
been entrusted by Rosalie Mary Witt. He pleaded guilty to certain of 
the charges. Mr. Marshall Hall, K.C., made a strong appeal in mitigation 
of punishment, mentioning that the defendant was a contemporary of his 
at Cambridge. Mr. Justice Jelf, in passing sentence, said he was not 
allowed, out of feelings of compassion, to depart from what he believed 
was the standard which ought to be applied to these cases. When one 
reflected upon the punishment which was daily inflicted upon persons who 
had not had the education which he had had and had not undertaken the 
eolemn duties of trustee, one could not but see that the defendant’s case 
pent te od serious one. He sentenced the defendant to seven years’ penal 
servitude. 


At the West London police-court, on Saturday in last week, says the 
Times, Godolphin Osborne appeared to answer an udjourned summons for 
falsely pretending to be a solicitor. Mr. Robert Humphreys prosecuted 
for the Law Society. It was stated that, a dispute having arisen between 
a Mr. Pethers, of Wilton-road, Shepherd’s Bush, and his aunt by marriage 


tenor, were calculated to lead the recipient to believe that they were a 
lawyer’s letters, but in a personal interview with him informed him that 
he was connected with the well-known firm of solicitors, Messrs. Ashurst, 
Morris, Crisp, & Co. The defendant’s conduct was brought to the notice 
of the Law Society by Mr. H. Pierron, the solicitor acting for Mr. Pethers, 
and Mr. Pierron himself gave evidence. The defendant denied that he 
had acted as a solicitor, and produced documents to prove that he was 
authorized to act as Mrs. Baxter’s agent. He had been for forty years a 
public accountant, and was well known in the City, and he was personally 
acquainted with Mr. Frank Crisp, of Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, & Co. Mr. 
Humphreys said that he had received a letter from Mr. Frank Crisp, who 
stated that he personally had no knowledge of the defendant, and that, so 
far as he could discover, the only connection the defendant had ever had 
with their firm was in the matter of a libel action brought by him against 
a client of theirs, and in which he obtained a farthing damages. The 
defendant reiterated his statement that Mr. Frank Crisp did know him, 
and had engaged his services as an accountant. The magistrate said that 
the correspondence and the conversation with Pethers left no doubt in his 
mind that the defendant was pretending to be a solicitor. He imposed a 
penalty of £5, with five guineas costs, with the alternative of one month’s 
imprisonment. 


The following letter, says the Zimes, gives some information which will 
be interesting to the officials of English companies carrying on business in 
New South Wales: ‘34, Old Broad-street, London, E.C., April 17th.— 
Sir,—We have advices from our correspondents in New South Wales 
regarding a new Act which received assent on December 11th last, 
known as the Companies Amendment Act. Under this Act any company 
registered elsewhere than in New South Wales and carrying on business in 
New South Wales shall within six months from the commencement of the 
Act register (a) its name and a copy of its memorandum and articles of 
association ; (4) a balance-sheet, containing a statement of its assets and 
liabilities at a date not more than twelve months prior to the date of such 
registration ; (c) name and place of abode or business of the person ap- 
pointed by the company to carry on the business of the company in New 
South Wales ; (d) the situation of the principal office of the company or 
society in New South Wales. The person so registered is to be deemed 
the agent of the company. Any company failing to comply with the pro- 
visions of this Act, and any person carrying on the business of any such 
company which has failed to comply with such provisions, shall be liable 
to a penalty not exceeding £5 a day during which business shall be 
carried on. Every such public officer shall be answerable for the 
doing of all such acts and things as are required to be done by 
the company, and shall be personally liable for all penalties, &c. 
Having registered in the terms of the Act, the company must then 
comply with the provisions of sections 20 and 21 of the principal Act. 
These sections involve the furnishing of a return every year containing 
@ summary of the shareholders, capital of the company, &c. Moreover, 
the company is under obligation to make at least once in every year a 
list of debenture and stock holders, shewing the number, denomination, 
value, and due date of all debentures, stock, and other securities secured 
on the property of the company. This list must specify the names, 
addresses, and occupations of the persons to whom such debentures, 
stock, or securities were issued or given by the company, or in whose 
name such debentures, stock, or securities stand in the books of the 
company. ‘This summary of shareholders and list of debenture and 
stock holders is to be completed within three months of a general 
meeting at which a balance-sheet is presented every year, or within the 
last six months of the preceding year, and the list and the balance- 
sheet are to be filed in the office of the Registrar-General. These are 
the principal features so far as they are likely to affect English com- 
panies.—We are, yours faithfully, Ropertson Lawson & Co.” 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gaszette.—Fatpay, April 19. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep in CHanogry. 


Beaca Hore., Liuirep—Creditors are required, on or before May 27, to send their names 
and ad s, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Lawrence, 6, 


Rood In, liquidator 

Cooxs (Otpuam) Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented April 15, directed to be heard 

at the Court House, Church In, Oldham, May 1,at10. Smith, Queen st, Oldham, solor 

for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 

the afternoon of April 30 

Epixsurcs ano Distaict Motor Omyisus Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented 
April 17, directea to be heard April 30. Sims, Devonshire chmbrs, Bishopsgate, solor for 

peter. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’cluck in the 

afternoon of April 29 

Epwarp Davies & Sons, Limrrep—Creditors are a on or before May 21, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Mr Samuel 

Taylor, 8, Temple bldgs, Goat st, Swansea, liquidator 

Lonpox anp Provincia, Moss Lirrer Co, Linrrsp—Petn for winding up, presented 

April 16, directed to be heard April 30. Kays & Jones, Norfolk st, Strand, solors for 

petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 

the afternoon of April 29 

Porutar Lire Assuzance Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 20, to 


send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charies 
William Rooke, 46, Queen Victoria st, Gee, Copthall av, solor for liquidator : 
Royatserc Copper Minzs, Liwirep - Peto for winding up, presen’ April 15, directed 


to be heard April 30. Pakeman & Read, In, solors for petaers. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


Apr 
Sxivverk & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 31, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Isaac E. Mannington and 
Walter Parks, liquidators 

W A Baxer & Co, Limirep (Commercial st, Newport, Mon)—Creditors are required, 





(Mrs. Baxter), the defendant acted on the lady's behalf, and not only wrote 
to Mr. Pethers several letters which, by their phraseology and genera] 





on or before May 31, tosend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Rupert Frederick William Fincham, 3, Warwick ct, Holborn, liq 
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London Gasette—Turspay, April 23. Clarke v Howard and seven ors of W H Dunn from judgt of Mr 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. Justice , dated Feb 5, 1 Feb 8 
Avnican ContiInenTAL Trassport Co, Liurrep (1x Liqumpatrox)—Creditors are required, Channell, dated Dec 21, 1907, esex (and cross-notice of appl by 
on or before May 14, to send their names and addresses, and of their debts or defts, dated March 6, oe 
ims, to Hilder, 20, Copthall av. Worthington & Co, Nicholas In, solorsfor | British and South American Navigation Co ld and Houston & Co v 


liquidators 

Barvise Urarte Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 31, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their d or claims, to Raynes Lauder 
McLaren, 16, 8t Helen's pl. Golding & Co, Cannon st, solors for liquidator 

Carmen Synpicate, Limrreo (1x Lrquipatios)—Creditors are required, on or before Ma: 
6, to send their names and esses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to B 
Woolf, 25, Abchurch In, liquidator z 

Cwmrritery Rep Asx Couuiery, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 31, 
to send their names and addresses, and the i rs of their debts or claims, to Barron 
Dennett Holroyd, 5 and 6, Gt Winchester st, liquidator 

Drowrizip Boxe Wonks, Limtrep, a —Creditors are required, on or before May 
15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
John Wilson Naylor, 4, York st, Sheffield, liquidator 

East or Excuasp Nonooyrormist Scxoon Co, Liarrep as Liquipation) —Creditor3 are 
required, on or before May 24, to send their names and addresses, the particulars of 
= ee or claims, to Robert Pearce, 116, Fore st. Baylis & Co, Fore st, solors for 

uidator 

Wasaeeesaw Corrow Srixxixo Co, Luatren—Creditors are required, on or before May 
28, to send their names and addresses, and the articulars of their debts or claims, to the 
Liquidators, Hathershaw Mill, Oldham. & Sons, Oldham, solors for 


uidators 
Neorsonrs, Limitep—Petn for winding up, ted April 18, directed to be May 
EOPH! inding up, ~—s >) 


7 Rubinsten & Co, Raymond bidgs, Gray's inn, solors for petners 

must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of May 6 

Nyxoaw Syypicatse, Limirrep (iN LiquipaTion)—Creditors are uired, on or before 
May 31, to send their names and addresses, and the ey of their debts or claims, 
to hens Adrian McMahon, Winchester House, Old Broad st. Blackman, Gresham 
House, solor for liquidator z 

O’Brizn’s, Liurrep, Ashton under Lyne (1x Liqurpation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before May 18, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims to George Wenham Davies, 27, Brazennose st, anchester. Leak & Pratt, 
Manchester, solors for liquidator 

Suerrizip ANIMAL Bye-Propvorts Co, Liutep, DroxrieLp—Creditors are required, on or 
before May 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to John Wilson Naylor, 4, York st, Sheffield 

Tixes Nut asp Bout Works, Liuttep—Creditors are required, on or before May 28, to 
send their names and ad , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Jonathan 
Scholes, Waterloo st, Oldham. Booth & Sons, Oldham, solors for liquidators “ 

Tomxizs Grssox & Co, Linitsp—Creditors are ired, on or before Jane 8, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr John Bernard 
Leach, 67, Mosley st, Manchester. Tallent & Co, Manchester, solors for liquidators 











Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or Registrars in ATTENDANCE ON 








Date. Emuercercy Aprgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rora. No. 2. KEexEwIca. Joyror. 
Monday, April .........29 Mr. Bloxam Mr. Pemberton Mr. Borrer Mr. Goldschmidt 
30 Borrer Carrington Bloxam Theed 
Theed Pemberton Borrer Goldschmidt 
Goldschmidt Carrington Bloxam Theed 
Leach Pemberton Borrer Goldschmidt 
Carrington Bloxam Theed 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Swixrew Eapy. Wareinatox. N&vILie. Papkes. 
29 Mr.Greswell Mr. Beal Mr. Church Mr. Pemberton 
Leach King ( 
Greswell Beal Church Farmer 
Leach Farmer King Beal 
Greswell Beal Church } 
Leach Farmer King Church 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1907. 
(Continued from p. 396.) 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 

(Final List.) 

1907. 


London Transport Co ld v Bessler Waechter & Cold appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated Jan 24, 1907, without a jury, 
Middlesex Jan 30 

De Da Bere v Pearson appl of deft from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice, 
dated Jan 24, 1907, without a jury, Middlesex Jan 30 

Attorney-Gen (Informant) v Fargrove Steam Navigation Co 1d (defts) 
(Revenue Side) appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, dated Jan 
14,1907 Jan 30 

Benito Weiser v Andre Romberg Rosbert (Arbitration) appl of Benito 
Weiser from judgt of Justices Darling and Phillimore, ted Jan 19, 
1907 (to be heard in Interlocutory List, by order) Jan 31 

Williams v The Midland Railway Ry Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Walton, dated Jan 15, 1907 Jan es 

Van Laun & Co v Thames and Mersey Insce Co ld appl of Malcolm 
vo & Co from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated Jan 11, 1907 

e 

Storey v Fulham Steel Works Co ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Channell, dated Feb 1, 1907, without a jury, Middlesex Feb 4 

Colne Valley Water Oo v Hall appl <- from judgt of Justices 
Darling and Phillimore, dated Jan 25, 1 Feb 4 


Staffordshire County Council v Seisdon Rural District Council appl of 





— _— judgt of Justices Darling and Phillimore, dated Jan 24, 1907 
e 


G W Tyser appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated 
Jan 22, 1907, without a jury, Middlesex Feb 12 
Goldmann v Kann appl of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 
dated Jan 31, 1907, without a jury, London Feb 14 . : 
Collins and ors v The Simpson Steamship Cold appl of deft from ju 
RA Justice Sutton, dated Jan 17, 1907 (jury discharged), 
* 
Kung v Methuen appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated 
Nov 15, 1906, wits a fen Middiooee Feb 15 5a ‘ 
Samuel Bros ld v Whetherley and ors appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Walton, dated Jan 31, 1907, without a jury, Middlesex Feb 18 
The Holland Steam Ship Co and The Nati Steam ee 4 Go v The 
1880) appt of Bratl Steam Navigation Gold trom J stios 
) appl o ‘a from judgt of Mr Justice 
Reteee henieats 7 band Feb 18 —_ ' 
nD pellant) v Biggar t) appl of applt from of 
4 Lord Chief Justice, Ridley and Darling, JJ, dated Jan hy 907 
e 


Bromley Rural District Council v Mayor, Aldermen, and B of the 
Borough of Croydon and Thomas Wood & Sons and Chittendet & 
Simmonds, parties sppl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Walton, dated Feb 8, 1907, without a jury, Middlesex Feb 22 

English v Metropolitan Water Board spp! of pltff from mie of The 
—— Justice, dated Feb 14, 1907 (jury pt eed iddlesex 

e 

Peachey v Cohen appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 
Feb 23, 1907, without a jury, Middloves Feb 26 a 

Beresford and Wife v Accident Insce Co, 1d appl of defts from j of 
Mr Justice Bray, dated Feb 25, 1907, thont a jury, 

March 7 

Chapman v Spencer (as receiver in lunacy of the estate of J H ) 
appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, dated Jan 21, 1907, with- 
out a jury, Leicester March 9 

ee oe ——— Coal Supply ie, ld : appl of pltff from judgt 
0 ustice Lawrance, dated Feb 15 with a special 
Middlesex March 9 iad at 

Hampton v Armitage appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, 
dated Jan 12, 1907, without a jury, Middleoee March 11 , 

Cormack v The Commissioner of Police of Metropolis and ors appl of iad 
in person from judgt of Mr Justice A T Lawrence, dated Jan 12, 1907 
(security ordered by April 17) March 12 

Chaplin & Co ld v Brammall appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Ridley, dated Feb 25, 1907, without a jury, Middlesex March 14 

Milroy v Cookson appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
dated March 1, 1907, without a jury, Middlesex March 15 

London County Council v General Steam Na on Cold appl of pltffs 
a Ta of Mr Justice Bray, dated Jan 14, 1907 (special case) 

Painev Anderson app! of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf, dated Feb 
8, 1907 March 16 

Smith v Hoare & Co ld appl of pltff from jadgt of Mr Justice Darling, 
dated March 2, 1907, without a jury, Middlesex March 19 

Schwabacher and anr v Heimer pl of dft from judgt of Mr Justice 

sana a Hy “oe March 19 
wrence ellicoe v ury, Agnew & Oo ld (Proprietors of 
‘*Punch’’) appl of pltffs from the Lord Chief Fustion’ doted Jan 21, 
1907 Gury discharged) Middlesex March 23 

Harper anr v Massey appl of deft from  jodet of Mr Justice > 
without a jury, Shrewsbury (Salop) dated 1, 1907 March 

v London and District Motor Bus Co ld appl of pltff from judge 
of Justices Darling and A T Lawrence, dated March 22, 1907 March 

Rea v London Transport Co ld appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Channell, dated Jan 24, 1907, without a jury, Middlesex March 28 

Governor and Co of the Bank of England v Uutler appl of deft from judgt 
of Mr Justice A T Lawrence, dated March 15, {907, without a jury, 
Middlesex March 28 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 
For Hearne. 
With Nautical Assessors. 
Final I List.) 
Kaiser Wilhelm der Grosse—1906—Folios 491 and 492 (consolidated) 


Owners of SS Orinoco v Owners of SS Kaiser Wilhelm der 
—_ appl of defts from judgt of The President, dated Nov 18, 
an 17 


Ameo so se Pe Big Won gy nel ant, pen the SS 
v Owners 0} cargo an t (salvage 
eppl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, Feb 
1 March 7 
Judgment Reserved. 
(In A Court I.) 
Without Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 


1906. 
Hibernian—1906—Folio 142 Tasker & Cov Allan Bros &C> applof plefts 
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from judgt of the Divisional Court, dated May 16, 1906 (c a v March 18) 
(heard before The Lord Chief Justice, Fletcher Moulton and Kennedy, 
LJJ) 

For Hearing. 


Andre Theodore—1905—Folio 37 Louvet and ors v Proceeds of Sale of 
the Sailing Versel Andre Theodore (wages) appl of pltffs from judgt 
of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated May 14, 1906 (s o to further order) 
July 3 

Kate--1906—Folio 231 Bellamy’s Wharf ld, Owners of the Barque Kate 
and Owners of her cargo (Pitffs) and the London and India Docks Co 
(Defts) and the Tyser Line ld, third parties (damage) appl of defts 
against third parties from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated 
July 30,1906 Aug 29 

1907. 
Interlocutory List. 


Bodlewell—1906—Folios 4 and 9 The Glasgow Shipping Co ld v The 
Owners of SS Bodlewell (damage) app! of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bargrave Deane, dated March 4, 1907 March 12 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION, 
(New Trial Paper. 
1905. 

Murray v Bushell appln of plitff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 16, 1906, at trial before Mr Justice A T 
Lawrence and a special jury, Middlesex (s o for appointment of legal 
representatives, Jan 7, 1907) March 7 

Delap and anr v Codd appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Nov 26, 1906, at trial before Mr Justice 
Channell and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 4 

Virgo and anr v Whitbread & Cold appln of pltff for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 28, 1906, at trial before Mr 
Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex Dee 15 

1907 

Harwood vy Thompson Willerton v Thompson appln of pltffs for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 11, 1906, at trial 
before The Lord Chief Justice and a special jury, Leeds (consolidated by 
order) Jan 12 

Dessau v Reddaway appln of pltf for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Jan 18, 1907, at trial before Mr Justice 
Bigham and a special jury, Middlesex Jan 25 

Holden v Webster & Co appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 22, 1907, at trial before The Lord 
Chief Justice and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 5 

Price and ors v Met House Investment and Agency Cold appln of defts for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt dated Jan 29, 1907, at 
trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 6 

Dawson v Carr appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Jan 24, 1907, at trial befora Mr Justice Sutton anda 
common jury, Cumberland Feb 9 

Duncan v Alston, Arbuthnot & Co appln of pltff for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 25, 1907, at trial before Mr. 
Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 13 

Oharlier v Speakman appln of pitff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Jan 29, 1907, at trial before Mr Justice 
Channell and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 19 

Lowden (trading as F Moore & Co) v Ewens’ Colonial Stamp Market ld and 
ors appln of ge for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and 
judgt, dated Feb 12, 1907, at trial befure The Lord Chief Justice and a 
special jury, Middlesex Feb 20 

Hordern v Hutton ld appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 14, 1907, at trial before Mr Justice 
Kennedy and a special jury, Middlesex, and cross notice by pltff, dated 
Feb 28, 1907 Feb 21 

Nuttall v Hughes & Rowlands appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 25, 1907, at trial before Mr 
Justice Jelf and a special jury, Carnarvon Feb 23 

Grove v Kallin and Wife appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 13, 1907, at trial before Mr Justice 
Ridley and a common jury, Middlesex Feb 26 Westfield v Kallin and 
ors appln of defts A and J Kallin for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 13, 1907, at trial bafore Mr Justice Ridley 
and a common jury, Middlesex Feb 26 

Young v Hoffman Manufacturing Cold appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 7, 1907, at trial before 
Mr Justice Ridley and a common jury, Chelmsford Feb 27 

Simms’ Manufacturing Co ld v Ward appln of deft for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 20, 1907, at trial before 
Mr Justice Ridley and a common jury, Middlesex Feb 28 

Bailey v Oastler, Palmer & Cold appin of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 26, 1907, at trial before Mr 
Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex March 12 

Young v Pope appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Jan 25, 1907, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham 
and a common jury, Taunton March 12 

Mills and Kent (married women) v Chesters appln of deft'for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 27, 1907, at trial 
before Mr Justice A T Lawrence and a special jury, Salford Division of 
County of Lancaster (and cross notice by pittf, dated March 11, 1907) 
March 13 

Barrett v Associated Newspapers, 1d appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 7, 1907, at trial before 


Blanshard v Ingram and anr appln of defts for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 8, 1907, at trial before Mr 
Justice Ridley and a common jury, Middlesex March 18 

Betts v Hall appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated March 12, 1907, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley and 
a common jury, Middlesex March 20 

Tewksbury (a married woman) v Maple & Cold appln of deft for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 6, 1907, at 
trial before Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex 
March 20 

Williams v Ennion appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 1, 1907, at trial before Mr Justice A T 
Lawrence anda common jury, West Derby Division of the County of 
Lancaster March 22 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION, 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1906, 

Fieldings v Mainwaring (Wyon, clmt) appl of clmt from order of Mr 
Justice Phillimore, dated Aug 3, 1906 (s o until after trial of Probate 
Action, by order of Aug 10, 1906) Aug 8 

Bryne v The Sociét® Generale de Banque and anr appl of defts The 
Société, &c from order of Mr Justice Bray, dated Nov 28, 1906 (s o 
pending trial of issue) Dec 17 

1907. 

Straker v The London Society of Compositors and ors appl of defts from 
order of Mr Justice A 'T Lawrence, dated Jan 28,1907 Jan 29 

Vint v Moulsons & Mellors ld appl of defts from order of Justices 
Darling and Phillimore, dated Jan 22,1907 Feb 4 

British Maritime Trust ld v Dodwell & Cold appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Bray, dated Feb 21, 1907 Feb 26 

In the Matter of an Arbitration The Corporation of Carlisle v The Right 
Hon G J Earl of Carlisle appl of Earl of Carlisle from order of Justices 
Darling and A T Lawrence, dated March 11, 1907 March 20 

Simpson and anr v Speak appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Sutton, 
dated March 12, 1907 March 21 

Raphael v Heyman appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Sutton, 
dated March 15, 1907 March 22 

Ada Nicholls (spinster) v Baker White (a married woman) and Mr Baker 
White appl of deft Mrs Baker White from order of Mr Justice Ridley, 
dated March 21, 1907 March 25 

Anglo-American Oil Co ld v Smallwood’s Motor and Cycle Cold appl of 
defts from order of Justice Sutton, dated March 19, 1907 March 25 

Lazarus v Wilkinson appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Sutton, dated 
March 18, 1907 March 25 

The Agincourt Steamship Co, 1d v The Eastern Extension, &c, Co, ld, and 
anr appl of defts, The Eastern, &c, Telegraph Co, ld, from order of 
Mr Justice Bray, dated Feb 21, 1907 (Commercial List), Middlesex 
March 26 

Nicholls (spinster) v Baker White (married woman) appl of deft from 
order of Mr Justice Ridley, dated March 21,1907 March 27 

Rae v Murray and ors appl of deft Murray from order of Mr Justice 
Sutton, dated March 15, 1907 March 27 

Jones v Urban District Council of Maesteg appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Sutton, dated March 23, 1907 March 27 

McCaw, Stevenson, & Orr, ld v Koko Maricopas Oo, 1d appl of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Pickford, dated March 27, 1907 March 28 

Hannan & Sons, ld v Hopkins and aur appl of defts from order of Mr 
Justice Ridley, dated March 22, 1907 March 28 

Gallett v Seelig and Wife appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Ridley, 
dated March 22, 1907 March 28 


In re The Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897 
From Country Courts. 
1906. 


James Moreton v James Reeve appl of applicant from award of County 
Court (Warwickshire, Birmingham), dated June 13,1906 July 4 

Handford v G Clark & Co appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Durham, Sunderland), dated July 25,1906 Aug 8 

Southward (Widow) v Oxhey’s Cotton Spinning and Manufacturing Co 1d 
appl of applicant from award of County Court (Lancashire, Preston), 
dated Sept 4, 1906 Sept 21 

Vosper v Goring appl of applicant from award of County Court (Middle- 
sex, Clerkenwell), dated Oct 26,1906 Nov 14 

Rimmer v Premier Gas Engine Co, 1d appl of respondents from award of 
County Court (Chester, Birkenhead), dated Oct 31, 1906 Nov 19 

Mynett v Houghton Main Colliery Co,1ld appl of applicant from award of 
County Court (Yorkshire, Barnsley), dated Nov 9, 1906 Nov 22 

Mary Ann Skelton (married woman) v Read Bros appl of applicant from 
= County Court (Lancashire, Liverpool), dated Nov 16, 1906 

ov 

Littler v Salt Union ld appl of respt from award of County Uourt 
(Cheshire, Runcorn), dated Nov 13, 1906 Dec 3 

Owen v Davies & Cavil appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Montgomeryshire, Newtown), da Oct 3, 1906 Oct 19 Owen v 
Davies & Cavil appl of applicant srom award of county court (Mont- 
gomeryshire, Newtown) dated Nov 14,1906 Dec 5 

Waring (Widow) and ors v Leeds and Liverpool Canal Co appl of respts 
from award of County Court (Lancashire, Blackburn), dated Nov 19, 
1906 Dec 6 

Whittome v Hoskin (trading as J Hoskin) appl of respt from award of 

ec 8 





Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex March 13 


City of London Court, dated Nov 26, 1906 


Rigby v The Oceanic Steam Navigation Co ld appl of applicant from 
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award of County Court (Lancashire, Liverpool), dated Nov 20, 1906 ete) Recess Sam James Seams, Bee ane May 31 Dewey, Basinghall st 








| Batt, Jans, Wheatley, 
Dec 14 Sue, Exisan, Sutton May 21 “Roberta, eants’ inn 
De Munnick v Peterson appl of applicant from award of County Court ’ ewenatle upon Clayton bee oat 
(Lancashire, Liverpool), dated Nov 30, 1906 Dec 14 ee Sentor, yy Vale Dotenie’ pate og = ‘ Ne nara a 
Williams v The Ocean Coal Co ld a pl of applicant from award of ay Bassam, Asvern, F resident st, Clerkenwell, Jeweller May 19 Imac & Lowa 
Court (Glamorganshire, Pontypridd), dated Nov 30,1906 Dec 1 out, J mere salons, Penistone, Tallow Chandler June 1 Deansield : 
Tate v Birkett appl of applicant from award of County Court (Cheshire, | | Baowse, Rev Jous Caatea, DD, Dover May 23 Smith & Co, Brea! st, Cheap ide 
Stockport), dated Nov 30, 1906 Dec 20 | Buratoes, Eowaap, Queen's rd, Peckham, Gadertaker May'20 Fraser & Son, 
Fisher v The Barry Ry Co appl of respts from award of County Court | ampton st, Bloomsbury 
(Glamorganshire, Barry), dated Dec 4, 1906 Dec 24 Court (i | Casana, Loure, Bedford st, Covent garden May 31 Hughes & Sons, Bedford st, Covent 
Evaus v Budd & Co appl of respts from —— of County Court (Mon- gy pecSe nnn. Groce, Moss Manchester Manchest 
mouth, Tredegar) dated Dec 11, 1906 Dec 3 | Cuanemowt, Fiona tsy oat May 27 _ t i, Bulge row 
1907 | Couuinson, Many Janz, a May 19 + at. Son, Liverpool 
. Cotman, Cuagins, ie Merchant May 24 Smith & Oo, Bread st, Cheapside 
Jennings v Cammell, Laird & Co ld appl of applicant from award of | | ee ree ate South @hiclde’ May tt, gore Al South Shiela 
County Court (Yorkshire, Sheffield), dated Dec 21, 1906 Jan 10 | Dvee, Many Awxe, Newport,1W My 29 Bailey, Jan, Newport, 1'W ‘ 
Eliza Senior v Fountains & Burnley ld appl of applicant from award of | | Exu1s, Joax Devoxsuraz, Worksop, Notts May 20 Parker & Oo, Rotherham 
Couuty Court (Yorkshire, Barnsley), dated Jan 9, 1907 Jan 24 | Forp, Roneat, Kingston upon Hull June 1 Haddelsey, Gt Grim 


sby 
Evans v Powell Duffryn Steam Coal Cold appl of applicant from award | frases, Joux, Upper Hale, Farnham May 29 Loughborough & ue Austin Friars 
of County Court (Glamorganshire, Aberdare), dated Jan 16,1907 Feb5 | Grover, Many Jawe, Bootle, Lancs May 19 Rigby & Herron, Liverpool 
Parker v Charles appl of respt from award of County Court ’(Monmouth- Gaist, Heaseet, Loxley, nr Sheffield, Blacksmith 127 Wing, Shetficld 


shire, Newport), dated Jan 17,1907 Feb6 | Goce ve oO Axruixe, Sutton ct, Chiswick, Glass Merchant's Manager 


Scott v Kelly appl of respt from award of County Court (Lancashire steht Maidstone 
Blackpool), dated Jan 16, 1907 Feb 6 | ance wee i Ohi May 1 gos & Herron, Liv 

Williams v Vauxhall Colliery Co ld appl of applicant from award of | Hammon, vas Aruons, Norwich, Railway District Goods Manager “they 22 Cozens- 
County Court (Denbighshire, Wrexham and Llangollen), dated Jan 16, a... iimcer Wicinaeee saan. tiie wie Sowa: Metin: Maton vidied 
1907 | Feb 6 ; | Hearn, Dawiee, Shefford, Beds April 24 Shaw, Sheiford, RSO, Beds 

Mitchell v Glamorgan Coal Cold applof applicant from award of Couaty | Hears, Eurty Feances, Westcott, ing May 22 Lydall & Sons, John st, Bedford row 
Court (Glamorgaushire, Pontypridd), dated Jan 24, 1907 Feb 12 | Hevaxe, Ann, Lower Wolvereste, Oxford June 8 Galpia, Oxford 


Holderness; v ‘I'he Army and Navy Co-operative Stores 1d appl of applt | Hospey, Ricuaep Cuanuas, jose, yr be $i May 31 Hiliman, Le 
fom award of County Court (Middlesex, Westminster), dated Dec 21, | | Hooxtar, [pam oe BE : —~e ee wd Fy — "Preston 


1906 Feb 19 | Houxinx, Tuomas, Rufford, Lancs May 20 Wilson & Co, Preston 
Heath & Cold v Rhodes appl of applicant from award of County Court | y,.es, Faxosaicx, East Greenwich, General Labourer May 17 Musk, Woolwich 
(Staffordshire, Longton), dated Feb 5, 1907 Feb 20 | Jounson, Jamas, Liacoln May 31 W A Martin, Monks rd, 


Emma Cleverley (Widow) and ors v The Gas Light and Coke Co appl of | Jouxsox, Wiuttam, Sparkhill, Rifle Bight Manufacturer May 16 "Hallam, Birmingham 
respts from award of County Court (Essex, Romford), dated Feb 14, | Lewis, Daviv, Carmarthea, Innkeeper May 25 Griffiths & Co, Carmarthen 
1907 March 5 Macxenzis, Mary, Dewees ees May py Fy Bash In 


Robinson v Clover, Clayton & Co ld appl of applicant from award of | mares * x, ———— Many, y 20 Hunter & Haynes, New aq, 


County Court (Lance ashire, Liverpool), dated Feb 14, 1907 March 7 | Maruestone, “td Hudders' Dyer April3) Armitage & Co, Huddersfield 
Nash v Thomas appl of applicant from award of Uounty Court (Glam- | Masos, Groratana, Thurloe 83, South Kensington May 2) Wilson & Co, Preston 

organshire, Bridgend), dated Feb 21, 1907 March 8 iinsa, te Panels Se, See ee eee Nicholson & Crouch, 
Barratt v The London County Council appl of respt from award of | y, Huway, Stourport, Licensed Victualler May 22 W Stourport 

County Court (Middlesex, Whitechapel), dated March 6, 1907 (security | Pon — Liverpool, Marine Sugeriatendent May 19 Thighy & Ronen, Deed 

ordered) March 13 Neave, Bengpvict, Handsworth, Canal Bows Quec May 2) Evershed, Birmingham 
Caffery v W Gray & Co appl of applicant from award of County Court | Newrox, Many,Leeds May6 Simpson & Co, Leeds 

(Middlesex, Bow), dated March 6, 1907 March 22 : | Peon, Many ian Haraisox, Lansdowne rd, Notting hill May 16 Haslam & Co, 
Hollingshead, Harriet (Widow) and ors v Wilding & Sons pl of respts | a Strood Merchant 

from award of County Court (Lancashire, Preston), dated March 5, 1907 | | Fee eee ae 16 fp webnay Co, pam Raieen, Saved 

March 22 : : | | Passwasver, © Carotine Divo, Secunderabad, Deocan, India May 18 Maddison & 
Mumford v Mersey Engine Works appl of applicant from award of | banana y, = Mars Baton’ Gt Yarmouth 


County Court (Lancashire, Liverpool), dated March 1, 1807 March 26 | Picaor, Evurx, Maldon, Essex oa Joseph Alfred Piggot, Clapham ra, Bedford 

N.B.—The above List contains Chancery, Palatine, and King’s Bench | Reprery, Janes Punsenees, Moston, amen cael gilts ous Matte 

‘inal ¢ y ¢ | Reywoups, Racag une 

Final and Interlocutory Appeals, &c, set down to March 28, 1907 | ey , omg ley Heath, Tipton, Staffs, Chemist’ May 20 Stockdale & 8 
ton 
} Seuieaen, I Exizapetu, Gt Grimsby Junel Haddelsey, Gt Grimsby 

| Soors, Ana Magia, Cheltenham May 1% Ticharets & Co, » Chettenham m 

. ’ Ps mirH, Evizaseta Anns Topp Vance, Normans une 8 y 
Creditors’ Notices. | paragon _ 
i 


‘aterson, Manchester 
| Surra, Mary ANN aes, eae Punsitue, Set Shields 
Srepuenson, Jane, Easii May 20 20 5p ey «& 








Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. Swonnes, Oxsasae, Wymondly Priory, ur Stevenage, Herts, Here, Former" May 31 Perkins, 
Last Dar or Crarm. Toru, Wrtt1ax, Stoke Bishop, Bristol May $1 Harley & Son, Bristol 
: , Jaxe Axwe, Lincoln 30 bee & 
London Gasette.—Fatpay, April 19. } wana Paances, Pont anes aly y May 16 Field & Sons, 





Anpery, Josern, Lymm, Chester May 2t Longland, Warrington Wuitixc, Gronce Henay, Ceres, Cape of Good Hope May 18 Eagleton & Sons, 
Asusy, "Gxonar, Sun st, Finsbury, House Decorator Juue 1 Dunkerton & Son, 


ln 
ord row | Wise, James, lington, Somerset Junel Gwynn & Co, Bristol 
Baner, Eowarp Arrkens, Bracknell, Berks May 19 Kays & Jones, Norfolk st, Strand Yosupa, Frorence Beatnice, Yokohama, Japan May15 Nicholson & Crouch, Surrey 
Bastox, Witu1am Hexry, Norton, Derby, Grocer May20 Smith & Co, Sh effiald | st, Strand 


THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


24, MOORGATSE STEHREST, L.0ND0N, B.C. 
ESTABLISHED IN [890I. 
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630 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and 
supervision of the Corporation. 








Suitable lasurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 
on application, 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gasette.—Tunspay, April 16. 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Aten, Grorce H, Notolk st, Strand, Paper Agent April 
26at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Barnes, Mania Janz, Chichester, Paoulterer May 2 at 10.30 
Off Rev, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Baerreaives, James, Southampton, Carman April 24 at 11 
Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, Southampton 

Booru, Gronor, Sheffield, Fried Fish Dealer’ April 25 at 12 

* Off Rec, Figtree in, Sheffield 


J 

Branca, Aubert Henry, St BKenedicts, Norwich, Stationer 
April 24at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Baows, Erne. Grace. New Brighton, Electro Plater 

il 25 at 11.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Brows, Wi..14M, East Molesey, Surrey,Carman April 26 
atz30 132, Yor rd, Westminster Bridge 

Coz, Freperick Ricnarp, Dover, Carpenter April 25 at 

Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Comety, Henny Joun, Cardiff, Licensed Victualler April 

2%at12 Off Rec, 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 
x8, Henry, Bolton on Dearne, Labourer April 25 at 

12.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Dicaissox, Atreep Wiiiiam, and Jonny Kirzkaam, jun 
Bolten, Architects April 25 at 11 Off Rec, 14, Chapel 
st, Preston 

Dyge, AtLaw Cameron, Sparkhill, Worcester, Refresh- 
ment Contractor April 24 at 11.30 191, Corporation st, 
Birmingham 

Exrainstons-Hotitoway, Curnpert Wittiam, Southsea, 
Hants April 25at3 Ott Rec, Cambridge junc, High 
st, Portsmouth 

Fears, Witiiam, Lozells, Birmingham, Electro Gilder 
April 25 at 11 30 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Ferouson, Marcaret, Liverpocl, Engineer April 25 at 12 
Off Kec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Fuestt, Georce, Burley, nr Ringwood, Hants, Labourer 
i 25 at 12.30 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, 

bury 


Goopgexoven, James, Cowes, lof W, Builder April 27 at 1 
Off Rec, 33a, Holyrood st, ey lof W 

Grant, Laweenos, Claverton st, Pimlico, Actor April 30 
atil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Garastey, Watten, Kingston upon Hull, Valuer April 24 
at 11.30° Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 

GareenwELL, GrorGe BenxJaminx, Low Coniscliffe, Durham, 
Farmer April 24at12 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 


rough 
Hannizs, Harry Baxter, North End rd, West Kensington, 
Ladies’ Outfitter April 29 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Carey st 

Hasznop, Henry Dawes, Broad st pl, Commission Agent 
April 24 at 11 gm 7 bldgs, Carey st 

Hagrmany, Faepesiox, and Curistian Linck, Farringdon 
at, a Art ve April 30 at 12 Bankruptcy 

, Carey s' 

Hevvasp, Feasx Pue@six, Bridgwater, Tinsmith April 24 
at 12.15 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Hu, Capt A, Savoy mans, Strand April 24 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy —_ ~ Carey st 

Hinpenpero, Farpeuicx, Nottingham, Piansforte Tuner 
April 24 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Notting- 


Hives, Taomas, Caerphilly,Glam, Builder April 30 at 2.30 
Post Office chmbrs, Pontypridd 

Hyams, Henry Bensamin, Weybridge, Licensed Victualler 
April 26 at 11.30 182, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Jaxx, Atrrep Wi.Liam, Bleck Torrington, Devon, Miller 
April24at3 94, High st, Barnstaple 

Lana, Rosgrt,and Tuomas Warp, Playhouse yd, Water In, 
Shirt Makers April 25 at 3.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Carey st 

Liversiper, Henry, jun, Edinburgh April 29 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Lizwsiiys, Ricuasp Joun, Maesteg, Glam, Collier 
April 24at3 Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Mastin, Euity Janz, Stock Orchard st, Caledonian rd 
April 24 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Mayes, Epwarp, Wellesley rd, liford, Coal Merchant 
April 29 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Ospors, Anniz Manta, Wotton under Edge, Glos, Licensed 
Victualler April 27 at 12 Off , Station rd, 


r 

Overton, James Happox, Woodstock, Oxford, School- 
master April 24 at 12 1, St Aldates, Oxford 

Oxuer, Ropert Lacey, Kingston upon Hull, Baker April 
@atll Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 

Pootz, Gzorce Epwanp, Clifton, Bristol, Nurseryman 
April 24 at 12 Off Reo, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Baopszs, Josnua, Westgate, Dewsbury, Beer Seller April 
= R..-4 Off , Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, 

we) 


a 

Suayier Wreme Dexton, Redland, Bristol, Clothier 
April 24 at 11.45 Uff Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Brictol 

Simcuare, WILLIAM GeoncE Flixton, nr Manchester, Shirt 
Maker April 24 at 3 Off Reo, Byrom st, Manchester 

SrocxaLt, A.seet Ernest, Birmingham. Boot Dealer 
April 29 at 11.30 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Strong, Faeverick, Bris ington, Somerset, Builder April 
24at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Tayvos, Wittiam Apaian Stocks,and Harotp Water 
Tay.or, Gainsborcugh, Carting Contractors April 25 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Tuawzr, Josxrn Everett, Walmer, Kent, Builder April 
2%at1145 Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Unpzrwoop, Epwarp Luswetyn, Gloucester, Tailor April 
27at3 Off Rec, Station rd, wloucester 

Waris, Wittias Tuomas, Easton, Portland, Dorset, 
Bookseller il 25 at 1 Off Reo, City chmbrs, 


Catherine st isbury 
Wetts, Epwix, North Scarle, Lincs, Farmer April 25 at 11 
Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 


WILiiamsox, aos gepesick, Kingsley, nr Frodsham, 


mer April 24 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, 








Worpeyx, A.sert Groree, Bodmin, Cornwall, Farmer 
April 26at12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Worsro.p, W, Eastbourne, Builder April 30at2 County 
Court Offices, Seaside rd, Eastbourne 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apey, Ricuarp Cuares, Reading, Licensed Victualler 
Reading Pet April12 Ord April 12 

Bittuseton, Leonarp Joun ee Coal Merchant 
Crewe Pet March20 Ord April 11 

Bovucu, Josrpu, Carlisle, Innkeeper Carlisle Pet April 12 
Ord April 12 

Branca, Atbert Heyry, 8t Benedicts, Norwich, Stationer 
Norwich Pet April1l Ord April 11 

Briant, WitiuiAmM James, Kingston upon Hull, Caterer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet April11 Ord april 11 

Baipver, Freperick WaLLace, Stowmarket, ina Dealer 
Bury 8t Edmunds Pet April10 Ord April 10 

Brown, Ernet Grace, Mount Pleasant, Liverpool, Jeweller 
Liverpool Pet Feb 22 Ord April 12 

Burren, Frepeuick Forster, Guildhall chmbrs, Basinghall 
st High Court Pet Feb 20 Ord April 12 

Canginetos, Grorar, Willenhall, Staffs, Licensed Victu- 
aller Wolverhampton Pet April 12 Ord April 12 

Duns, Groree, Wisbech St Peter, Cambridge, Confectioner 
Kiog’s Lynn Pet April1l Ord April 11 

Epwarps, Witit1am Tempce, Ashford, Kent, Carri 
Builder Canterbury Pet March 14 Ord April 12 

Fveert, Grorce, Burley, nr Ringwood, Hants, Labourer 
Salisbury Pet Aprilll Ord April 11 

Fouitarp, Atrrep, Small Heath, Birmingham, Fruiterer 
Birmingham Pet April12 Ord April 12 

GotpserG, ALFRED, Angel ct, Throgmorton st, Financier 
High Court Pet April8 Ord Oct 29 

Hart, Moses, Preston, Iron Turner Preston Pet April 
12 Ord April 12 

Hevvargp, Frank Puanix, Bridgwater, Somerset, Tinamith 
Bridgwater PetApril12 Ord April 12 

Hotioway, Curnpert Witiiam Evparmstoye, Southsea, 
Hants Portsmouth Pet April12 Ord April 12 

Jongs, Davip Morris, Barking rd, Canning Town, Boot 
Factor High Court Pet Feb5 Ord April 13 

Jones, Jasez, Lower Pontnewydd, Mon Newport, Mon 
Pet April1l Ord April 11 

Kersnaw, Cremest Macuire, Newtown, Montgomery, 
Dentist Newtown Pet March 23 Ord April 10 

Livsey, Joun Wic.iam, Heaton Moor, Lancs Stockport 
Pet March 4 Ord April 11 

May, Lancetort, Reading, Cabinet Maker Reading Pet 
April9 Ord April 9 

Mirtcuinson, Tuomas, Richmond rd, Bayswater, Furniture 
Dealer High Court Pet Feb 28 Ord April 12 

Moors, Jonny Cuarvrs, St Mark’s, Bristol, Builder Bristol 
Pet March 21 Ord April 11 

Oxuey, Rosert Lacey, Kingston upon Hull, Baker King- 
ston upon Hull Pet Aprilll Ord April ll 

Port, George Wi .tam, Cassington, Uxford, Licensed 
Victualler Oxford Pet April13 Ord April 13 

Samve.s, Grorce Henry Turner, Crewe, Draper Crewe 
Pet March 21 Ord April 12 

Sauirx, Daviv, Halifax, Greengrocer’s Assistant Halifax 
Pet April9 Ord April9 

Suita, Heasert, Bury, Lancs, Carrier Bolton Pet April 
13 Ord April 13 

Sotomon, Jutian Davis, Belsize rd, Kilburn, Music Hall 
Proprietor High Court Pet Janié Ord April13 

Stone, Freperick, Brislington, Somerset, Builder Bristo) 
Pet Aprilé6 Ord April 11 

Stormont, Ropert, Hampden rd, Park ln, Tottenham, 
Tobacconist Edmonton Pet Aprils Ord April 10 

Tess, Ropert Haven, Clarges st, Piccadilly High Court 
Pet Dec 11 Ord April 12 

Trace, Ricsarp Tuomas, and Wittiam Joun Trace 
a Painters Gloucester Pet April 13 Ord 
April 13 

Watson, Tom, New Cleethorpes, Butcher Gt Grimsby 
Pet April 10 Ord April 10 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 9: 


Nicnors, Atneat Josnva, Southgate, Builder High Court 
Pet Jan 23 Ord April 5 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Ravewnscrort, Brrxseck Mutxery, The Noke, St Albans 
Hertford’ St Albans Adjud' Dec 14, 1906 Annul 
March 25, 1907 


Lindon Gasette.—F aipay, April 19. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Arvuspet, Taomas, Mansfield, Noits, Coal Miner Notting- 
ham Pet April15 Ord April 15 

Bicksett, ArtHuR Caannine, Bishopsgate House High 
Court Pet March 4 Ord April 15 

Bower, Tom H V, Tothill st, Westminster, Mining 
Engineer High Court Pet March 20 Ord April 15 

Bower & Co, Bishopsgate st High Court Pet Feb 22 
Ord April 15 

Baaprizip, Witt1am, Weston Longville, Norfolk, Farmer 
Norwich Pet April3 Ord april 15 

Baown, Aanowx, Powick, Worcester, Butcher Worcester 
Pet April 15 Ord April 15 

Brown, WatEe Jouy, Peterborough, Grocer Peterborough 
Pet April4 Ord April 15 

Bavxsy, Tom, Bishops stortford, Photographer Hertford 
Pet April16 Ord April 16 

Coriins, Cuarirs Drxon, Northeote rd, Battersea, Builder 

‘ Wandsworth — April 16 Ord April 16 

noss, Sypxrey Heepert. Hastings, Li 

Hastings Pet April16 Ord April 16 

Davipsos, CuARLes, Newcastle upon , Grocer New- 
castle upon Tyne Pet April16 Ord April 16 

a ~ he James, Ipswich, Farmer Ipswich Pet April 15 


Victualler 


pril 15 
Durry, Jouw Wri.i4m, Fakenham, Norfi Fish Merchaat 
Norwich Pet April 15 Ord April a 








Fisaer, Frepraicxk Jonny, and Witi1am Caries Fisuer, 
Reading, Builders Reading Pet April 16 Ord 
—- 16 : i 

Fox, Ropert Were, Winchester, Confectioner Winchester 
Pet April 17 Ord April 17 

Gisson. Janez, Leeds, Pattern Maker Leeds Pet Feb 25 
Ord April 16 

Gitt, Tuomas. Claverley, Sa'op, Builder Madeley Pet 
April 15 Ord April 15 

Goppargp, James Goprrey, Erith, Kent, Chemist 
Rochester Pet Aprit 15 Ord April 15 

Go.ppy, Frank, Freshwater, I of W, Clothier Newport 
Pet April15 Ord April 15 

Guryey, Harry, Gorton, Manchester, Warehouseman 
Manchester Pet March 27 Ord April 15 

Gurney, Tuomas, Hockley, Essex, Draper Chelmsford 
Pet April16 Ord April 16 

Hatron, Witu1am Heyry, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Book- 
seller Bangor Pet April15 Ord April 15 

Hereent, Cuartegs, Acton, Builder Brentford Pet April 
16 Ord April 16 

Henasee, Ricuarp, Leeds Leeds Pet April 17 Ord 
April 17 

J Fo Merthyr Tydfil, Labourer Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet April 15 Ord April 15 

Jenxninos, Jonn Frepenicx, Baildon Grean, Otley, Yorks 
Leeds Pet April15 Ord April 15 

Laver, JoserH Cooper, Weymouth, Dorset, Butcher 
Dorchester Pet April15 Ord April 15 

Lixpsay, James Dovatas, and Feanx Hawi, Pateley 
Bridge, Yorks, Grocers Northallerton Pet April 13 
Ord April 13 

Livinestons, James Cuartes, New Cat, Bristol, Tailor 
Bristol Pet April16 Ord April 16 

Lockwoop, Apragam, Milnsbridge, nr Huddersfield, York, 
Licensed Victualler Huddersfield Pet April 17 Ord 
April 17 

a Epwakrp, Caversham, Licensed Victualler Reading 
Pet April 16 Ord April 16 

McKissrx, Henry, Barrow in Furness, Green; 
Barrow in Furness Pet April17 Ord April 17 

Mivroy, J, Baker st, Clerkenwell High Court Pet Marh 


20 Ord April 17 - 

Morton, James, Wolverhampton, Pattern Maker Wolver- 
hampton Pet April16 Ord April 16 

Moseiey, Witiiam, Woodside, Dudley, Worcester, Boat 
Builder Dudley Pet April17 Ord April 17 

Oveason, Crask WiL1AM, Reading, Grocer Reading Pet 
April 16 Ord April 16 oan 

Parker, Sotomon, Cross ln, St Mary at Hill, Fish Sales- 
man High Court Pet Jan 8 Ord April 17 

Payne, Paitie Tuomas, Bromyard, Hereford, Baker 
Worcester Pet Apriii6 Ord April 16 

Picxerine, JosepH, south Shore, Blackpool, Butcher 
Preston Pet April5 Ord April 15 

Poot, A M, Liverpool, Cattle Salesman Liverpool Pet 
March 27 Ord April 17 

Ratourre, Joan Duckworts, Darwen, Lancs, Joiner 

lackburn Pet April16é Ord April 16 

Rawson, Wituam, East Dereham, Norfolk, Butcher 
Norwich Pet April15 Ord April 15 

Rosinson, Taomas Joun, Bowbridge, Mackworth, Derby 
Commercial Traveller Derby Pet March 27 Ord 
April 15 

any Frank. Leeds, Ch2mist’s Assistant Leeds Pet 
April 17 Ord April 17 

Sorritr, Georce, Dewsbury, Floor Cloth Manufacturer 
Dewsbury Pet April17 Ord April 17 

Srewarp, Groner Joun, King st, Camden Town, Butcher 
High Court Pet April17 Pet April 17 * 

Tempertox, George Witiiam. Kingston upon Hull, 
Bricklayer Kingston upon Hull Pet April 16 Ord 
April 16 : P 

Tuomas, W1t114M, Bedminster, Bristol, Purveyor Bristol 
Pet Aprillé Ord April 16 

Vass, ALBERT Henry, Leicester, Brick Maker Leicester 
Pct March 18 Ord April 15 

Warner, Ricaarp Davyikt, Brooklyn rd, Shepherd’s Bush, 
Trunk Manufacturer High Court Pet April 17 Ord 
April 17 

Wazese, Arrnur Leonarp, Ossett, Yorks, Club Steward 
Dewsbury Pet April 16 Pet April 16 

Wess. Atrarp, Wnbbenhall, Bewdley, Worcester, Coal 
Agent Kidderminster Pet April 17 Ord April 17 

Weis, Harty James, Luton, Upholsterer Luton Pet 
April 16 Ord April 16 : 

Wuirtte, Josers, Cheltenham, Purveyor of Milk Chelten- 
ham Pet April1é Ord April 16 : 
Wi.xes, James, Hanley, Fraiterer Hanley Pet April 16 

Ord April 16 : y 
Wisp.izy, Tom, Hasthorpe, Willoughby, Lincs, Farmer 
Boston Pct April 3 Ord April 17 
Woorton, Jouy Wisbech Saint Peter, Cambridge, Timber 
Merchant King’s Lynn Pet April15 Ord April 15 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Bituixctox, Leonarp Joun, Tarporley, Coal Merchant 
May 3at 1030 Royal Hotel, Crewe : t 
Bowers, Stipnty, Newark, Notts, Wheelwright April 27 

at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Braprigtp, WitL1am, Weston Longville, Norfolk, Farmer 
April 27 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


Barant, Wittiam James, Kingston upon Hull. Caterer 
April 27 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull — 

Beows, Aaron, Powick, Worcester, Butcher April 29 at 
11.30 Off 11, Copenhagen st, Worcest : 

Davipsox, CHARLES, Newcastle on Tyne, Grocer April 27 
at1l Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Dorry, Joan Witi14M, Fi . Norfolk, E 
April 29 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Duxx, Georcr, Wisbech St Peter. Cambridge, Confectioner 
April 29at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st Norwich 

Gm, Tomas, Claverley, Salop, Builder May 15 at 1 
"Count Co Ma: 


urt, Mad 
GeanaM, Roxap Greatp, Leadenhall st, Civil Engineer 
a Apel 30 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Heaseet, Coates, Acton, Builder April 29 at 12 4, 
Bedford row 
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Howpaway & Co, Reading, Cabinet Makers May 9 at 12 
Queen’s Hotel, 

Jennixes, Joun Frepeaiox, Otley, Yorks April 29 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

Jonzs, Gzorce Hesry, Handsworth, Builder May 1 at 
11.80 191, Corporation st, Birming 

Mapr, Witi1am Rose, Cleobury Mortimer, Salop, Grocer 
April 29 at 1.30 Lion Hotel, Kidderminster 

Maztix, Ropert Hevry, Plymouth, Builder April 29 at 11 
0: 6, Atheneum ter, Plymout 

Mizaoy, J, per Clerkenwell May 1at12 Bankruptcy 
bid Care 

Srsontaa. Jone, Sydenham April 30 at 1130 132, York 

, Westminster Bridge 

Ocsury, Ausrgy Louis, and Atpert Epwarp Oosvury, St 
Mary Cray, Kent, Dealers in Leather Goods April 29 
at 11.30 132, York * Westminster Bridge 

Paexer, Sotomon, Cross In, St Mary at Hill, 
May 1 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey et 

Paywe, Parte THomas, Bromya H-reford. Baker April 
97 at 11.30 Off Ree, 11, Copenbagen st, Worcester 

Seweit, CHARLES JAMES, Nines Lean Greengrocer May 
9at 10.15 Court House, King’s L 

Sivocaik, Farperick, Teddi 1D April 30 at 12,30 132, 
York rd, Westminster Bri 

SuiTH, Davip, Halifax, Greengrocer’s Assistant April 29 
atil Off "Ree, a auben, Halifax 

Suita, Heesert, Bury, Lanes, Carrier April 9 at 3 19, 
Exchange st, Bolton 

SrewarD, GeorcE Joun, King at, Sy A nae Butcher 

April 29 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Car 

Srosmoyt, Ropert, Tottenham, To ee April 29 at3 
14, Bedford row 

TempErtoy, Grorce W1i.14m, Kingston upon =a. Brick- 
iayer April 27 at 11.30 Off Rec, Trinity House ln, 
Hull 


Tuompson, AnTHUR Cass, West Hartleprol, Jeweller May 
2at3 Off Ree, 3, Manor pl, Sunder land 

Wanver, Ricuarp ‘DAwiex, Brooklyn rd, Shepherd’s Bush, 
Trunk | maememand May lat 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey 

Waseem Tox, New Cleethorpes, Butcher April 27 at 11 
Off Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Gt Grimsby 


Sale-man 








RESHAM LECTURES.—Dr. BLAKE 
ODGERS, K.C., will deliver his Inaugural Address 
as Gresham Professor of Law at the College, Basinghall- 
street, E.C., on Tuesday, April 30, at 6 p.m. Subject: 
‘Sir Thomas Gresham and the Study of the Law.” On the 
three following days he will deliver lectures at the same 
time and place on “The Elementary Principles of English 
Law”: a) What Law Is; (2) Ownership and Possession ; 
(8) Rights over the Property of Another. Admission free. 





AW.—Wanted, Situation as County Court 
4 Clerk; five and a-half years’ ees | age 21; 
excellent references.—F. Mines, 6, Ai , Gains- 


borough. 





AW.—Managing Clerk Desires Re-engage- 
ment; country preferred; long va‘ied experience; 
been under Working Articles ; admitted ; -round practical 
knowledge, including Common Law, Company, and 
Advocacy; chiefly ——- Probate, ‘Trust, and 


JUST READY. — Entirely New and Revised Edition. 
Crown 8vo, cloth. Price 6s. 6d. 
NOTE.—This Edition has been wane & on thin paper and 

bound in limp cloth for the pocket, 


THE LONDON BUILDING 
ACTS, 1894-1905. 


By Professor BANISTER FLETCHER. 
Fourth Edition, revised, with further Notes and Cases, 


By BANISTER F. FLETCHER, F.R.I.B A., and 
H. PHILLIPS FLETCHER, F.R.I.B.A., Barrister-at-Law. 


a ym | the Full Text of the Acts of 1894, me, ond 
1905, a Classified Abstract, the Bye-laws and 
tions of the London County Council, the City of London, 
&c., together with the Sections of other Acts relating to 
—_ still in force, with a Full Index for ready 
reference. 


ILLUSTRATED BY 23 FULL-PAGE DIAGRAMS. 


WORKS BY THE SAME AUTHORS 
Crown 8vo, cloth, uniform with this volume. 
DILAPIDATIONS. 6th Edn,, revised and largely re- 


written. 6s. 
ne « e AND AIR. =e Reports of Cases, &c. = 
27 5 
ARBITRATIONS. 3rd Edn., 


written. 5s. 6d. 
VALUATIONS AND COMPENSATIONS. 3rd Edn., 
revised and rewritten, with additional tables. 6s. 6a. 


B. T. BATSFORD, 4, HIGH HOLBORN, LONDON, 
NOW READY. Price 4/- net. 
A PRACTICAL GUIDE TO THE 
DEATH DUTIES 


AND THE PREPARATION OF 


DEATH DUTY ACCOUNTS. 


By CHARLES GEATTY, 
Solicitor of the Estate Duty Office, Somerset House. 


London: Errincuau Wixson, 54, Threadneedle-street, E.C. 
REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 


Libraries Valued or Purchased, 


Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and Text-books 
always on Sale, 














3, Bream’s Buildings, C Chancery Lane, E.C., 
FORMERLY OF 100, OHANOCERY LANE AND CAREY STREET, 


—& BY TENDER. 
E frat eat J. 


N.1 IN- 
Vip  ply  rece 
Wax and Copper Machinery, and Trade- 


i 
Hy 
F 
Hl 
i 
i 


re 
BE 
wack 
uF 





i 
lf: 


: 
Fite) 
i 
FxF8 


Dated this 18th day of April, 1907. 
LAW PARTNERSHIPS & SUCCESSIONS 





J. HARCOURT SMITH, 


Gi & 62, CHANCERY LANE,. W.C. 
SsortHaxp Cienx Offered Articles and Salary by City 





“ PHGNIX ASSURANCE CO., Ltd. 


PHGNIX FIRE OFFICE, 


ESTABLISHED 1782. 
19, Lombard Street, & 57, Charing Cross, London. 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 





Fan! BOOKS at GREAT REDUCTIONS! ! 
—All kinds of Law, Commercial, and other Books 
anil Mostly LATEST EDITIONS. State wants. 
i ‘ew Books at 20 cent. Discount. Sent 
on appreval, BOOKS BOUGHT _ W. & G. Fore, 135, 
Charing Cross-road, W.C. 





Family Practice; good at Costs, Death Duty, a and G 
Accounts ; “oo Bookkeeper (Kain’s or otherwise) ; 
Shorthand ; iner; excellent references; salary 
snodenste.--Addeene, B., 14, St. Bees-street, Moss Bide, 
Manchester. 


PARTNERSHIP WANTED, or Em onde 
ment with view to same, in well- established on 
Bolicitor’s Office, by young Solicitor (Law — = 
Capital.—Replies, Box 117, ** Solicitors’ , Weekly 
Reporter ’’ Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.c. 


ANTED, Clerkship; experienced in 

Conveyancing, Probate Matters, Management of 

Estates, and Accounts; 13 years ee Say, 50.— 
M.A., 207, Lauderdale-mansions, Maida Vale, London, 


tea on Ground and Upper Floors, 
58, 39, and 47, Victoria-street, 8.W., 212a, 
Shaftesbury-avenue, W.C., near Oxford-street. 


ANTED, on MORTGAGE, on Long 

Leasehold Block of 18 Fiate at Ki on, £4,500, 

at 4} per cent.; gross rentals, £676 per annum; no pre- 

liminary fees.—Apply, Taomas Hussgy, 14, Church-street, 
Kensington. Telephone, 499 Western, 


DVOWSON for SALE; charmingly 
situate near to Bournemouth ; net £220 and House; 
incumbent 86 ; price low for prompt "sale. —Address, T. R., 
at Horncastle‘ 8, Cheapside, London, E.C. 


APARIMEN TS, FURNISHED, D os or 
Without Board.—30, Holford-square, W 




















| Papianai 7 po eg 4 ACCIDENT 


The Com; 
SECU 


Courts, &c., &.4 
Guarantees given in the Inland Revenue, Excise, and all 
other GO ts. 


« Ceoee a Ban seal “Casts in completion of security 
The —~ > rr 
rere otis ir, the Epos ’ Liability Act, 1880, 


Applications avid 
ar! AND! ] Joint 
W. RB. STRONG, MILA. Secretaries. 
61, Moorgate-street, London, E 





— FROM a to £5,000. — Would 
MONEY ==: ble Gentleman, in Town or 
Gonntiy be az be pay a fair rate of 
interest for an IMMEOIATE iaTE A mOE OF CASH 
upon their own PRO ithout Security 
Publicity, or fees, and fanady pet Aang 

Call or write to the Actua) Lenders, 

J. WESTON & CO., 
PRIVATE BANKERS, 
30 & 31, DUKE CONDON, We LEY, | a 


DVANCES, £400 to £8,000, in convenient 








ao WASTE of any description 
Uiton-woed Coen es white inguland Tee oe cwt.—B., 45, 


(['O SOLICITORS and Proposing Mort- 
gagors of —y aoe Country Pro 

number of Large and Small Funds are a to Lead 

on M of good-class Trechold or Leasehold 





other than Fiats or Weeklies ; no commission —= — 
’ 


in, & 


—A , ¥ » H ’ 
Py Pong = mag) ny pply, Youre, Hoiseca 
AW.—GREAT SAVING. — For t 
pa: 25 per cent. will be taken off the following 
tse s. a, : 
Abstracts Copied wee ow O08 sheet. 
Briefs and Drafts ee 3 per 20 folios. 
Deeds Round Hand ... =... © 2 per folio. 
Deeds Abstracted ooo nee 8 —o 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


(Estastisuepv 1828), 
Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and am 
Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, 2637,525. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
30, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIELY, Limited. 


10, LANCASTER STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000. 





C. H. CLaYtow } Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON, § Secretaries. 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, &.C. 
Assets -« +« # 8162,0090, 








Sin HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, Basr., J.P 
2, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, B.C. ” 


Prompt, and Liberal Advances, to Purchase, Build 


Peers seees 


£100: 10 4d. ; 15 years, 15s. 64.; 
is yar fan 3 aograg 
legals 





‘T an ER (Bat, 1854 
ee inutia’elane, W.0., & 43, wail, £.0. 
Hore Oe Nepasekie, INOL ; read 
One Year, Weekly £0 4 4 Monthly £019 3 
£0 ~—» » 0286 4» &it 6 
ae " 20128 | £2168 
ee van , @i2g , £4 9 
rd ns a4 Zz a7 6 








$ly to Lenders’ Surveyors, Messrs, Wairorp 
LIDER, 4, Henrietta-street, Covent-garden, W.c. 


For Vacancies for, or introductions to the above, apply to . 
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PLEASURE CRUISE 
ror WHITSUNTIDE 


by the 
ORIENT COMPANY’S 


twin screw Steam-hip 


‘* OPHIR” 
6,814 tons register, 10,000 h.p., 
- Leaving London 14th May, arriving 
VIGO back Srd June. 
Managers — F. GREEN & CO., and ANDERSON, 
ANDERSON, & CO., London. For. passage apply 
to the latter firm, at 5, Fenchurch-avenue, E.C., or 
28, Cockspur-street, 8.W. 


LISBON 
GIBRALTAR 
TANGIER 
TENERIFFE 
MADEIRA 














Telephone: 602 Holbora. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


Founpep 1x THe Retox or Witiiam & Mary, 1689. 


ROBE 
MAKERS. 
To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN, 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
LEVEB SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 


Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION $ UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 
93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 

The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. 


AUTHORITY 





Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
ortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 


Suare Centiricates, Desentures, &c., engraved and 
printed, Orricia. Sears designed and executed, 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn), 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 





When called upon to advise 
as to Legacies, please do not 
forget the claims of 


Tne MIDDLESEX 
HOSPITAL 


Which is urgently in need of funds for 
its humane work. This includes, besides 
the work among in-patjents and out- 
patients usual to a large General 
London Hospital, the maintenance 
of a Convalescent Home at the 
seaside (found to be so necessary in 
many cases to complete the healing work 
begun in the Hospital), and the im, 
portant work of Cancer Research 
and the reception ina Special Wing 
of patients suffering from Cancer, who 
may remain there until death puts an 
end to their sufferings. 


Tue Mivpiesex Hosrrrat, 
Lonpon, W. 


ADAME TUSSAUD'S EXHIBITION.— 
a REALISTIC TABLEAU, The BURNING of 

[E. Mr. Beerbohm Tree in the character of Nero. 
Lifelike Portrait Model of the late Sir Wilfrid Lawson. 
Open 9 till 10. 








ST. ANDREW’S HOSPITAL 
MENTAL DISEASES, | 
| 


NORTHAMPTON. | 
For the Upper and Middle Classes only. 


PRESIDENT : 
THE RIGHT Eom, THE RABL SPENCER, K.G. 


| 
| 
| 


The Institution is eameite situated in a healthy | 
locality, one mile from the Northampton Station of the 
London and North-Western and Midland Railways, and | 
one-and-a-half hours only from London, and is surrounded 
by more than 100 acres of pleasure grounds, 

The terms vary from 31s. 6d. to £4 4s. a week, according 
to the requirements of the case. These terms may be 
reduced by the C ittee of M ¢ under special 
circumstances. 

Patients paying higher rates can have Special Attendants, 
Horses and Carriages, and Private Rooms in the Hospital, 
or in Detached Villas in the Grounds of the Hospital ; or at 
Moulton Park, a branch establishment, two miles from the 


Hospital. 
Bryn-y-Neuadd Hall 





There is also a Seaside House 
Lianfairfechan, N. Walea, beautifully s ~ oaeeee in a park o' 
180 acres, to which patients may be se: 

+ further information apply to the Medical Superin- 
tendent. 


Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
DCALRYMPLE HOUSE. 


RICKMANSWORTH, . HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
D. HOGG, M.R.C.8., &c., 


Medical Superintendent. 
Telephone: P.O. 16, Rickmansworrta. 


BUNTINGFORD RETREAT AND 
SANATORIUM. 


FOR CENTLEMEN SUFFERING FROM INEBRIETY OR 
ABUSE OF DRUCS. 
Privately or under the Inebriates Acts. 
Two Resident Medical Officers. 
1} to 3} Guineas. 
} mile from Station, G.E.R 


Apply to ** Superintendent,” Hillside, Buntiogford. 
INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 

Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, mA A, 

Principal : H, M. RILEY, Assoc. Soc. 

Study of Inebriety. Thirty years’ Experience. Teelic nt 
Legal and Medica "References. For terms and particulars 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 

Teiecrarnic Apnress: “* MEDIOAL. LETICKSTER.” 
M ASKELYNE and DEVANT’S 
A MYSTERIES, St. George’s Hall,—Daily at 3 aad 8. 
Great success of THE MAGIXIAN’S HEART, by E. 
Nesbit (evenings omy). £1,000 GHOST. MENTAL 
MAGNETISM. Mr. N. MASKELYNE and Mr. 
DEVANT at both a Mo Beats 1s. to 5s. ; children 
half-price. *Phone, 1545 Mayfair. 


BRAWN D’S 


Al 
SOUPS. 


Of all Descriptions. 
Finest Quality only. 
Sold everywhere. 











Medical 
M.D. (Camb.). 








BRAND & CO, Ltd., MAYFAIR, W. 
Grateful—Comforting. 


EP PSS 


A welcome delicacy for 


COCOA 








Ft, nea, 


Sa “a | 
W. EVANS & €0., 


Under the same Proprietors! 
and Management since the Hoy g | 
was founded. No connection with, 
any other firm. 

“TRUTH ” says : —‘Our latest dig 
covery in Tailoring is Evans, 77, Great 
Portland-street, +, Who can actu 
fit. 


te 
aw™ 


We keep a choice and varied stock : 
materials for Town and Country 
Te strictly moderate compatil 
ith first-class workmansbip. ; 
Please note only address— 4 
77%. Great Portland St, 
LONDON, W. 
Coat from £2 5 0 | Lounge Suits from £3 
reeches ,, 119 6/| Evening Dress Suit ,, § 


Mornin, 
Riding 








Breakfast and Supper. 





~~ 


BRIEF CARRIER, 
Various Qualities from 18/6 each. 
WHustrated List Free on spplioations: 4 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, Ltd, 


191 & 192, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C, 


FALEXANDER & SiEPHEARD, 


LimiTeD, 





PRINTEKS, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


PastiamentTary Bits, Miyures or Evipence, Booxs oF 
REvERENCE, STATEMENTS OF Ci.Aim, Answers, &c., &0, © 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES 
NEWSPAPERS, 

Aad all Gencral and Commercial W 
Every desorption of Printing 


NORWICH STREET, FRTTER LANE, LONDON, E (. 


rder of Executo: 

N ESSRS. FRANK JOLLY. & JAMES vy 

submit to AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouw 
yard, E.C., on WEDNE sDAY, MAY 8, 1907, at TWO 
o'clock, a Valuable Commodious FREEHOLD RES 
DENCE, No. 9, Laura-place, Lower Clapton-road, N.&} 
Suitable for Residence, Institution, or Business Prem 
Frontage 36/t., depth 135it. With "Possession. 

Particulars, ‘with conditions of sale, of Messrs. Robinsow,) 
Foulger, & Miller, Solicitors, 1, Hare-court, Temple, B.C. 57 
at the Mart; and of the Auctioneers, at 66, Leadenhalle 
street, E.C., and Pembury-road, Clapton. 


FURNISHED AND UNFURNISHED? 


FLATS . TOWN and 
COUNTRY HOUSES 


OF EVERY DESCRIPTION . 
Also SHOPS and OFFICES ; 


FOR FULL PARTICULARS APPLY TO 


Mr. F. J. Ronald 


Surveyor, Valuer, Auc ioneer, & Estate Agent, 
BELGRAVIA CHAMBERS 
72 VICTORIA STREET . 8.W. 


Telephones - - 2560 Victc - 2561 Victoria 
Telegrams - - =  DECIDEABLE, LONDON.” 


Mf BS8BS. HERRING, SON, & DAW, 
AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUERS 
Sanitary and Mortgage Surveyors, 

6, TRONMONGER LANE, CHEAPSIDE, E.C., 
and 308, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W. 
(Established 1773.) 

Telephone Nos.—‘ 5964 Bank,” “ 130 Streatham.” 
Telegrams—" Oldest, London.” 
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